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This study examines the legal protections of the right to bear arms as an extension of 
John Locke’s principles of government. Whereas most studies of the right to bear arms focus on 
the contemporary practical consequences of an armed populace, I focus on the foundations of the 
right and how it has been exercised across the diverse circumstances of the U.S. and Azerbaijan 
to achieve the ideal of self-determination. Specifically, I detail and compare the political 
histories of each country leading up to their independence and how they obey Locke’s precepts. 
Given that the chief commonality between the two countries is a period of self-governance that 
imperial powers impinged, I find that a legal protection of the right to bear arms is not subject 
merely to practical concerns but claims legitimacy on the principles of self-determination and 
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When people discuss the right to bear arms, it is most often in the context of modernity. 
Many researchers have attempted to explain the contemporary relevance of the right to bear arms 
by treating it as an independent variable in an effects-of-causes approach, with a dependent 
variable of crime rates. Studies with an international scope typically contrast the policies and 
societies of different progeny of Great Britain, namely those of the United States with another 
(Mauser 2004; DeGrazia 2014). Similarly, such studies only analyze the United States and its 
differences with countries that lack a legal protection of the right to bear arms. That approach, 
however, only accounts for one aspect of the relevance for the general right to bear arms: 
practicality. The legitimacy of the right to keep and bear arms is connected to rates at which 
people abuse it and the opinion of the international community toward it. Few studies have 
examined the concept of gun rights based on principle—that is, the origins of their veneration—
there is a dearth of scholarly literature examining commonalities across countries that do afford 
such protection. The case of the U.S. is generally treated as unique, where a protection of gun 
rights was perhaps necessary once but now is obsolete because of the current global situation. 
However, that is not accurate, and the same course of events that produced protections of gun 
rights in the U.S. has produced them elsewhere. Furthermore, the terminology used to describe 
firearms is regularly inaccurate and ambiguous; understanding the basics of their operation and 
evolution is crucial when studying the history and legislation that they influenced. 
In this paper, I first share the details required to understand the tools that are the subject 
of the right being examined, since knowledge is the best method to combat fear and imprudence. 
Next, I illustrate how my research joins with previous works. Then, I compare two of the seven 
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countries1 with explicit legal protections of the right to bear arms: Azerbaijan and the United 
States. To illustrate how the right to bear arms has aided both countries, I analyze the concept of 
gun rights as it relates to the principle from John Locke (1689) that a government’s legitimacy is 
based not on its strength but the consent of those it governs, as well as the history of each chosen 
country that affords legal protection of those rights. The juxtaposition of the U.S. and Azerbaijan 
in particular will demonstrate that Locke’s principles are still relevant to the modern world and 
should not be relegated to antiquity. Thus, I present a case study to dispel the idea that an armed 
citizenry is illogical and rare, with my dependent variable being legal protections of the right to 
bear arms and my independent variable being an impingement of autonomy by a controlling 
imperial power. Azerbaijani law says, “Each citizen … over 18 age has a right to get civil arm 
[sic]” with licensing, proof of identity, and firearm registration; handguns and semi-automatic 
weapons are not civil arms according to the Azerbaijani government (Ministry of Internal Affairs 
2020). The U.S. Constitution states, “A well-regulated militia, necessary for the security of a free 
state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms, shall not be infringed” (amend. II). There is 
no requirement in the U.S. to register a firearm or acquire a license to purchase one. The 
exception to this is the category of fully automatic firearms, which are registered; Americans 
may only purchase fully automatic weapons made before 1986 and only with a proper license 
(Cleckner 2021). The difference between the firearms in question is forthcoming. 
History of Firearms 
 The invention of black powder revolutionized human technology and fueled innovations 
in weaponry and warfare that delivered the world into modernity. Used in 10th-century China for 
fireworks and signals, black powder became the first gunpowder as the Chinese continued 
 
1 The seven include: The United States, Azerbaijan, Switzerland, Mexico, Guatemala, Haiti, and Honduras. 
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experimenting with it and trading it to foreigners (Editors et al. 2014). During the 10th and 12th 
centuries, “the Chinese developed the huo qiang (‘fire lance’), a short-range proto-gun that 
channeled the explosive power of gunpowder through a cylinder—initially, a bamboo tube” 
(Editors et al. 2014). These weapons were designed for a tactical advantage during melee 
combat; whereas modern society is familiar with the concept of a bayonet attached underneath 
the muzzle of a gun, the fire lance is just the opposite: it consisted of a miniature barrel attached 
behind a spear’s head that required manual ignition. Due to the short length of the barrel and the 
ammunition type, the projectiles were only effective and accurate in close quarters. It was not 
rare for multiple small projectiles to be loaded for a single blast instead of one metal ball, and the 
energy would disperse the projectiles as a shotgun does (Editors et al. 2014). However, arrows 
were also loaded into the barrels by themselves, which could have had a greater range (Editors et 
al. 2014). Because of the fire lance, 450 Jin Chinese soldiers were able to defeat 3,500 Mongols 
in 1233 AD as they encamped against the emperor at present-day Anyang (Lorge 2005). 
In the second half of the 13th century, the Chinese discarded the spearhead of the lance 
and transitioned from bamboo barrels to metal ones made of “cast brass or iron” (Andrade 2017; 
Editors et al. 2014). One may reasonably call these weapons “guns.” Though the barrels were 
different shapes than the straight tubes of today and the buttstocks were spear handles, their sole 
purpose was to expel projectiles via the ignition of black powder. The Huolongjing, a military 
treatise written by Jiao Lu and Liu Bowen during the Ming dynasty, includes an illustration of a 
bladeless fire lance whose barrel resembles the shape of a gourd. Over the next hundred years, 
fire lance technology moved to the Middle East and Europe (Andrade 2017). Having lost any 
melee purpose, the weapons became known as hand cannons. In Europe, hand cannons were 
particularly useful for siege warfare; the National Museum of American History (formerly the 
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Museum of History and Technology) possesses a three-foot-long, 35-pound metal cannon that is 
simply a tube with a vertical hook toward the muzzle that would stabilize it on a castle wall 
(Florer 2014). Its shape is perhaps best described as an elongated megaphone that one would 
hold backwards, and the ‘handle’ of the instrument helped control the immense recoil. Lighter 
hand cannons were also in use as weapons for mounted knights (Needham 1986). “These early 
firearms … revolutionized the way armies fought wars and heralded the … beginning of the 
Renaissance” because “rulers began to invest their money into science and technology” (Florer 
2014). 
As the number of populations that came into contact with hand cannons increased, so too 
did the routes of innovation to the design. “While the Chinese dove into a rapid fire, rotating 
multi-cannon design, the Europeans sought firing automation within a single cannon” (Clark 
2017). The primary concern of Europeans was the efficient use of both hands during operation of 
the weapon. When igniting the powder requires one hand, stabilizing the weapon to fire is a 
difficult task unless it can be braced on another object. In the early 15th century, matchlock 
technology was invented to ignite the powder by a trigger mechanism, and it was unique to 
Eastern Europe and the Ottoman Empire for the better part of that century; the technology did 
not enter Western Europe until the 1470s in Germany (Needham 1986, Elgood 1995). These 
matchlock weapons were called arquebuses, and they reduced the issue of stabilization but were 
still rather cumbersome, as their dimensions required that a stand be deployed to balance it. In 
some matchlock weapons, a buttstock at the rear of the weapon was also included. The trigger 
and stock modifications greatly increased the ergonomics and mobility of ‘hand cannons’—
which had now become true firearms—because the former allowed the user to control the 
weapon with both hands until he was ready to fire, and the latter made his shoulder into a brace. 
Haskin 6 
 
Soldiers could now fire the weapon in any direction they wanted from one spot without having to 
depend on their surroundings, albeit the necessity for a stand. Nonetheless, arquebuses aided and 
replaced crossbows for ranged tactics and pikes for unmounting cavalry (Oman 2018). 
Over time, the presence of firearms on the battlefield also rendered plate armor useless 
and made nearly obsolete the tactics of melee combat. For a short period, leaders tried to defend 
against firearms by having soldiers wear heavier plate in battles, but this only led to the 
development of a heavier arquebus, called the musket (different from the contemporary idea of a 
musket) which could pierce plate armor with greater effectiveness (Kabel 1619 as cited in 
Greener 1881, p. 60). While matchlock technology was revolutionary, the design begged 
improvements. Weather could pose a risk to functionality through wind or rain, and sporting a 
burning fuse in the dead of night would give one’s position away to the enemy. The year 1509 
saw the first wheellock mechanism, which did not need the user to light anything (PBS 2014). “It 
worked much like the modern cigarette lighter” (NRA Staff 2020). This design, too, had its 
disadvantages: it was more expensive due to its complexity, and it was slow because the wheel 
had to be reset after each shot (NRA Staff 2020). In 1540, between these lock inventions, smiths 
began to implement rifling for firearms; this was the process of cutting spiral grooves down the 
full length of the inside of a gun’s barrel to increase the accuracy of the weapon (PBS 2014). 
Accuracy improved because the projectile would spin with the pattern of the rifling, keeping its 
path truer. Rifling technology is still in use today; there has not been found a better barrel 
modification by which accuracy can be increased. By law, all handguns and rifles must have 
rifled barrels, else they would be considered shotguns (ATF 2018). After the invention of rifling 
came the next lock system: the flintlock. Just over two decades after settlers arrived in 
Jamestown, the flintlock system was invented (PBS 2014), where a steel hammer would strike a 
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flint piece to ignite the gunpowder upon depression of the trigger. While it was the best system to 
date, the flint lock still had two potential problems: the flint piece was eventually expended, and 
wet weather could prevent sparking. Nearly all of the aforementioned technological 
advancements were gruelingly slow to achieve widespread usage from the time of their first 
appearance. The Encyclopaedia Britannica (1998b) notes that “matchlock guns … remained [the] 
primary military firearms in Europe even after other ignition systems were invented,” and rifling 
was still uncommon 200 years after its invention. 
By the American Revolution, flintlocks had become the standard infantry musket of 
Great Britain. The British made their Long Land Pattern musket—called “Brown Bess”—the 
standard infantry weapon in 1722, and it was a smoothbore musket, that is, not rifled (Cumpston 
2008). These muskets were the opposite of the guns to which the “musket” label first applied; 
instead of being more cumbersome, they were less so than the arquebus and more easily 
stabilized. While a stand or bipod would have aided accuracy, they were not necessary for the 
weapon’s use. The Pennsylvania Long Rifle, also known as the Kentucky Long Rifle, was 
invented in 1704, but was used only sparingly in the Revolution because they required more time 
to reload (Thomas 2009, Lefkowitz 2008). Because the Continental Army was at a supply 
disadvantage, American troops maximized the use of theirs by countering the traditional 
European battle formations with guerilla warfare where possible, as well as by targeting enemy 
officers. The soldiers who performed such tasks came to be known as skirmishers, and Napoleon 
would assign groups of his own troops to act as skirmishers throughout his conquest (Van 
Creveld 2000), marking another significant change in warfare. 
With the dawn of the 1800s came a stream of firearm inventions and innovations that 
made them increasingly similar to modern weapons. First, Reverend Forsyth of Scotland 
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invented a percussion lock system in 1807, out of frustration that fowl were spooked by the 
ignition smoke from his flintlock shotgun and could escape (Fadala 2008). This percussion lock 
system is perhaps the least known lock, but it gave way to the better-known cap lock. The cap 
lock system functions essentially the same as a cap gun, except that it is designed to propel a 
projectile. The caplock system gained popularity in the decades following, with its use 
expanding from long guns to handguns by the 1830s (Dougherty 2017). Next came a pair of 
modifications: the breech-loading system and self-contained cartridge that held the primer, 
gunpowder, and bullet in one unit. While the former had been in existence for roughly two 
centuries, it became popular and more smiths began experimenting with it in the early 1800s 
(Royal Armouries n.d., Zhao 2012); the latter, however, was new but similarly slow to earn 
popularity. “The earliest example of a fully self-contained cartridge was produced by Swiss 
engineer Jean Samuel Pauly in 1808,” who also manufactured the gun to fire it and patented an 
improved version in 1812 (Wallace 2008, p. 24). Pauly’s gun was a breechloader, which meant 
that the bullet enters the barrel from the rear instead of being pushed down the muzzle with a 
ramrod; depression of the trigger would cause the cock mechanism to push a firing pin—
contained between the barrel and trigger—into the primer of the cartridge, which would in turn 
compress the primer to spark the powder and propel the bullet. Reloading the firearm between 
shots only required replacing the spent cartridge with a full one and resetting the cock. That 
process demanded far less time than its forebears. The gun that helped cartridges become popular 
was Prussia’s Zündnadelgewehr, or “needle gun,” that the country had adopted by 1841; it was a 
breechloader using self-contained cartridges and a bolt action mechanism to house and move the 
firing pin (Flatnes 2007). The system transformed the cock into a bolt. The success of the 
Zündnadelgewehr in military campaigns of the 1860s motivated several European countries to 
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use similar technology (Guilmartin 2002). However, the American Civil War was still largely 
fought with muzzle-loading rifled caplock muskets, but some breech-loading rifles also appeared 
which used self-contained cartridges (Guilmartin 2002). Such rifles, like the Spencer and Henry 
guns, were smaller and earned the label “repeating carbine” (Guilmartin 2002). The carbines 
could store multiple cartridges in a tube, called a magazine, that traveled behind the barrel into 
the buttstock, and the user could eject and replace spent cartridges after each shot by a lever 
action mechanism whereby the user moved the bolt. However, the bolt action enjoyed more use 
than the lever action, and the latter soon fell out of use. Regardless of the action system, the 
breech-loading process and self-contained cartridges rendered the line-formation combat and 
cavalry charges of the previous centuries useless due to the increase they produced in reload 
speed and effective range. 
The next two meaningful inventions comprise the penultimate step between fire lances 
and modern guns, and both occurred in the 1880s. The first was a transition from black powder 
to new nitrocellulose powder, which was “smokeless,” produced three times as much energy, and 
burned more predictably (Guilmartin 2002). Increased power meant that cartridges could be 
made smaller in both diameter and length without sacrificing performance. Thus, the barrels 
would also become smaller in diameter, making the gun more ergonomic. The next invention 
was a detachable vertical magazine. “In 1885 Ferdinand Mannlicher of Austria had introduced a 
boxlike magazine fitted into the bottom of the rifle in front of the trigger guard,” and “fed 
[cartridges] up into the chamber through the action of a spring as each spent case was ejected” 
(Guilmartin 2002). The chamber is the space meant to hold the bullet before expulsion. The box 
magazine greatly increased the rate of fire; compared to lock systems, the gun practically came 
to do everything itself. With bolt-action rifles, “by 1914 many British riflemen could fire 15 
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aimed shots per minute, and some very skillful individuals could exceed 30 shots per minute” 
(Guilmartin 2002). Add the fact that the new gunpowder made guns accurate to over 1,000 yards 
and one has a fearsome combination (Guilmartin 2002). “By World War I (1914–18) all major 
powers adopted smokeless powder, bolt-action, magazine-fed repeating rifles” (Guilmartin 
2002), and the tactics of warfare were almost unrecognizable from the medieval and 
Renaissance-era uses of firearms, as they now considered airplanes, heavy artillery, and 
primitive tanks on trench-scarred battlefields. 
The final invention that bridges the gap between the guns of yesterday and those of today 
is the self-loading rifle, which eliminated the need for the user to manipulate a lock or action 
system after every discharge. John Garand produced the first self-loading rifle that was a 
standard-issue infantry weapon, and it channeled a portion of the gas produced by the gunpowder 
explosion to move the bolt system so that it ejects the spent cartridge and moves the next one 
into place without any aid from the user. Firearms using this process came to be called semi-
automatic as the next logical step was taken to eliminate the need for multiple pulls of the 
trigger. The last few months of World War I saw the first use of a fully automatic gun by 
Germany (Guilmartin 2002). The user could keep the trigger depressed after firing, and the firing 
pin would immediately strike the primer once the next cartridge was chambered (Guilmartin 
2002). Since then, virtually every country has taken and modified that system in its own way, 
and until 1986, firearms dealers in the U.S. could sell fully automatic rifles to customers without 
a background check or federal registration of the weapon (Fiske 2015). Today, the vast majority 
of firearms in American society are semi-automatic; the only guns that would not fit into that 
category are pump-action and double-barreled shotguns, bolt- and lever-action rifles, and 
revolving pistols. “Assault weapons,” or “assault-style weapons,” or “military-style weapons” 
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are semi-automatic and function in the same manner as other such weapons. Their only 
differences are the shape of the handle and stock, the capacity for attachments (e.g., a foregrip, 
flashlight, sight optic, etc.) onto the barrel, and magazine capacity. Magazine capacity is the only 
characteristic that has any impact on the function of the weapon. However, magazines have 
almost nothing to do with the guns themselves, since any style of magazine—extended, drum, 
etc.—can be manufactured to mate with any type of firearm. All magazines made for ArmaLite 
Rifle (AR-15) platforms can be swapped between any gun of that style. 
Literature Review 
Existing research about gun rights primarily falls within the themes of crime and 
international popularity. One line of argument states that a government with greater protections 
of the right to bear arms will endure higher crime rates because malicious actors may acquire 
weapons more easily. Most states in the international community follow that logic, producing an 
ample pool of subjects against which to measure states that contradict the norm and value gun 
rights. The countries typically chosen for analysis are the United States, Great Britain, and 
Australia due to their disparate firearms policies and trends in crime. Numerous studies test 
traditional logic, often yielding different conclusions (Kleck and Gertz 1995; Duggan 2001; 
Mauser 2004; Lemieux 2014; DeGrazia 2014). The link most commonly examined is a direct 
one between gun policy and violent crime, but some literature also proposes an indirect link 
between legislation and other types of crimes via use of firearms. For example, American gun 
laws may enable arms trafficking into Mexico and contribute to further crime by easing the 
ability of drug cartels to move their contraband into the U.S. (Mehalko 2012). That genre of 
research precipitates judgments of the right to keep and bear arms based upon its practical effects 
for the public. The value of gun rights is made inversely related to the criminality of the societies 
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where they are protected. Central to studies of the right to bear arms is whether citizens exercise 
that right more frequently for good or for harm. 
Lemieux (2014) exemplifies that idea. He states, “The claim that a preventative heroic 
action can be taken by an armed guard or citizens is pure speculation and does not resist the test 
of fact” (p. 91). Thus, practicality supersedes principle because Lemieux uses an argument 
rooted in practice for the purpose of denigrating the principle that undergirds gun rights 
protections. However, his statement that citizens have not practiced intervention with firearms is 
false, and the principle that altruistic actors with firearms are beneficial for society can be 
demonstrated. There have in fact been half a dozen preventative heroic actions in the last three 
years that have proven the claim to be more than speculation. First, there was an incident on 
November 5, 2017: a gunman opened fire in First Baptist Church in Sutherland Springs, Texas, 
and “a local resident … confronted the shooter” with his own AR-15 rifle, exchanged fire before 
the gunman entered his vehicle and fled, then the resident hailed a nearby driver, and they chased 
the gunman until his car stopped, and they found him dead inside it with three gunshot wounds 
(Hanna & Yan 2017). A couple weeks later, on November 24, 2017: a gunman opened fire in 
Schlenker Automotive in Florida, and a Schlenker employee “shot and wounded” the gunman 
(Stancil 2017). Next, on May 24, 2018: a gunman opened fire at Louie’s On the Lake in 
Oklahoma, “wounded victims were holed up in the restaurant’s bathroom,” and two private 
citizens flanked and shot the gunman (Sellers & Berman 2018). Then, on April 27, 2019: a 
gunman opened fire in Poway Chabad synagogue in California, and a congregant turned back 
after starting to flee and chased the gunman into his car, then “an off-duty Border Patrol agent 
shot four bullets into the car,” and both citizens noted the criminal’s license plate (Newberry 
2019). After that one, on August 8, 2019: a man walked into a Missouri Walmart with loaded 
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weapons, and “an off-duty firefighter held [him] at gunpoint” until police arrived (Associated 
Press 2019). Finally, on December 29, 2019: a gunman opened fire in West Freeway Church of 
Christ in Texas, and a congregant “shot the gunman just seconds after two parishioners were 
shot” (Vera et al. 2019). These events are not fiction, and the heroes are not fake. Preventative 
heroic action can be taken and has been taken by a citizen, several times over. The practical 
argument Lemieux makes is no longer sufficient to discredit the principle of an armed citizenry, 
but Lemieux is characteristic of the majority of gun rights studies because any consideration of 
principles that justify such rights is absent. 
The relationship between government policy, public actions, and principles of 
governance appears primarily in studies concerning the occurrence of coups d’état. The concept 
of government legitimacy is a central focus of such studies, where citizens are assumed to rebel 
when they cease to view ruling regimes as just. However, the examinations of coup occurrences 
tend to emphasize practical characteristics of the situation just as studies of gun rights do. Some 
researchers analyze coup occurrence as a result of government policies (Welch 1967; Jackman 
1978; Powell & Thyne 2011; Croissant 2013; Bell & Sudduth 2015), and other researchers 
analyze coups in relation to their effects on government (Fosu 2003; Derpanopoulos et al. 2016; 
Miller 2016). Each study hypothesizes about practical causes and effects, but they scarcely 
consider the principles that bind them together, although Derpanopoulos et al. (2016) and Miller 
(2016) are exceptions to that. Their studies consider whether coups produce democratization and 
under what types of regimes, indirectly incorporating the motives of the people into their 
analyses. Understood as a whole, literature concerning coups mirrors the theory of John Locke in 
his 1689 Second Treatise on Civil Government, and they present the picture that coups result 
from government actions against the people and result in destabilization or replacement of the 
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regime. That broader picture is lost in the specifics of the research; the salient questions of coup 
studies relate to what causes coups and what effects coups have. One question they overlook is 
why people undertake coups. Because both coups and revolts are acts of rebellion, I propose that 
similar motives fuel them despite their differences in execution. 
Neither the studies of the right to keep and bear arms nor the studies of coups d’état 
connect particular policies with acceptance of any principles of government. Thus, the present 
state of research neglects actual theory as it evaluates concepts solely on the practical benefits or 
detriments they create for the public. If benefits outweigh detriments, a concept wins approval; if 
the reverse is true, a concept earns condemnation. Therefore, research has tacitly come to accept 
that utilitarianism is the optimal framework to determine which political decisions are valuable 
and which are not. However, utilitarian considerations are not the only ones that can be made, 
nor are they the only ones that should be made. Some concepts merit approval or disapproval 
based not upon their effects but upon the degree to which they respect human dignity. A concept 
may embody danger and simultaneously embody justice. The principle that each person deserves 
equal freedom is such an example, despite the fact that personal freedom poses a danger to 
everyone’s desires in some manner. Furthermore, there is an interdependence between the 
aforementioned concepts of detrimental governance, public revolt, and resulting government 
policies that displays itself practically but whose justification is found in principles instead of 
measurable benefits. This study attempts to expose the reasons behind that interdependence and 
supplement existing practical research with contributions of principle. 
Research Design 
 In this paper, I test the theory that a legal protection of the right to keep and bear arms 
ultimately arises from the principle that the people are sovereign over governing officials. John 
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Locke (1689) proposed in his Second Treatise on Civil Government that the legitimacy of a 
government comes from the consent of its subjects and that those subjects may alter or abolish 
any government which oppresses them. Throughout history, people have exercised that right, 
though the most important examples for this paper are those populations who established their 
independence after Locke’s writing, because they are the ones that have produced the 
governments of modernity. I propose that subjects whose previous liberty was abridged will 
work toward the future preservation of liberty by instituting protections of the people to combat 
their government, and studies of countries that have a legal protection of the right to bear arms 
will confirm that hypothesis. I define my dependent variable as the presence of a legal protection 
of the right to bear arms, and I perform a case study of the origins of the United States and 
Azerbaijan, declaring my independent variable to be imperial encroachment on autonomy. I 
analyze the similarities and differences between the two countries’ foundations and explain how 
they illustrate the proposed theory. 
The substance of the theory and justification of the hypothesis are as follows. The 
perceived legitimacy of a state’s sovereignty is the force that holds the world in order. Such a 
statement is consistent with Georg Hegel’s belief as told by Fukuyama (1989), “All human 
behavior in the material world, and hence all human history, is rooted in a prior state of 
consciousness” (p. 6). Therefore, how a state justifies its legitimacy is an important 
consideration. Using the principles of Locke (1689) as a foundation, legitimacy is found in the 
consent of the governed. When a government becomes illegitimate by ignoring its citizens, 
Locke affirms the right of the subjects to alter the current government or exchange it for one that 
those subjects, by some process, may consent to endure. It is logical that subjects with the 
aforementioned understanding—be it a conscious one or not—that they hold power over the 
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government and not vice versa will be watchful of the government so that they are not caught 
unaware if their government relaxes its duties and slides into tyranny. If the citizenry believes 
rights are founded upon something other than government, such as nature or God, it will be less 
likely to allow a government to oppress it. A citizenry that believes rights are endowed by 
government will tolerate greater limitations on liberty; indeed, the latter will have no grounds to 
appeal to the concept of individual rights as justice under a tyrant, since it has no such rights if 
the tyrant does not approve them. Therefore, populations that hold a Lockean philosophy, with a 
concrete and fixed definition of liberty, are in a better position to detect government attempts to 
subjugate them than populations without one. Men guard nothing closer than that to which they 
feel themselves to be entitled, and if a man defines an extent of liberty to which he is entitled, 
then he will be more vigilant to protect it than a man who leaves the definition of his liberty in 
the hands of others. Under a government aspiring toward tyranny, a mass of men resembling the 
former will be a better ward against it than will one resembling the latter, for the latter feels no 
entitlement to some abilities which the former may feel compelled to purchase—albeit that a 
man cannot purchase what is rightfully his—or defend with his life. Under an already tyrannical 
government, men who find their rights in nature or God will wish to purchase those entitlements 
of which they feel their rulers are depriving them. In the case of encroaching tyranny, the 
situation would be defense, but the act of purchasing rights from existing tyranny is the primary 
focus of this study.  
The purchase and protection of rights are only possible if subjects retain as much ability 
as possible to exercise and prepare to exercise power in and over their government. If tyranny 
starts to prevail in the government of a Lockean citizenry and the public has no means to consent 
to the edicts of the ruler, the sole recourse available to the public is to revolt. The guarantor of a 
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competitive revolt is the ability of the people to employ the same weapons as the tyrants, which 
also preserves the ability of the people to exercise consent over their government because 
otherwise the right to rule would simply lie with the strongest person or group. With effective 
coordination among themselves and use of military weaponry, revolutionaries may successfully 
purchase the free exercise of their rights. Furthermore, they will want, as men normally do, to 
leave their posterity a better inheritance than they themselves received, and that requires more 
than the overthrow tyranny and continued vigilance concerning the proceeding regime; it 
requires that the remaining public build a government that will in itself recognize men’s innate 
possession of rights and obstruct infringements of the same. In times of peace, the primary 
method that a Lockean public could take to ensure the equal standing of themselves with their 
government is to establish safeguards into the structure of the government. If the government 
recognizes that its power comes from the consent of its subjects and fears that its subjects may 
violently enforce their will in the same manner that it may wish to do so, then attempts to subvert 
the public will are less likely to occur. If such attempts do occur, they are also less likely to 
succeed because the citizens will have the means to enforce the supremacy of their consent over 
the will of one or a few power-hungry actors. 
A plethora of safeguards exist that will torpify efforts toward tyranny, but the primary 
one that honors the Lockean principle of popular sovereignty over tyranny is a legal protection of 
the right to bear arms. Only that safeguard acknowledges a public recourse for irresponsive 
government because it recognizes that the people must act outside a political system that ignores 
them. Where government systems do not respect public consent, acting within those systems is 
wasted effort. Other protective measures include, but are not limited to, the separation of 
government powers into different branches, federalism, direct and indirect democracy, and a bill 
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of rights. Every modern democracy incorporates one or more of these in its political system, but 
they are of little use when a strong-man executive is at the helm or when legislators become 
oligarchic. Citizens may have to right to vote, but if a corrupt leader decides to fix the election, 
then the safeguard of democracy has failed, though there may remain other safeguards to rectify 
that failure. Lacking a sufficient number of safeguards, the people are left languishing under an 
illegitimate government, their input means nothing, and a regime may rule over them without 
their consent. 
Russia grants its people the ability to influence government via presidential elections. Its 
president, Vladimir Putin, supposedly won three out of every four votes in his 2018 election, but 
“the Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe [OSCE] said … there had been no 
real choice in Russia’s presidential election and complained it had been marked by unfair 
pressure on critical voices” (Reuters Staff 2018). Putin subverted the mechanism by which the 
people’s voice was supposed to be adequately translated into government and transformed it into 
one that manipulates the people’s voice. Therefore, the input of the people via the government 
structure is meaningless. Locke (1689) recognized that this result is possible under any form of 
government, and he absolved the people from any culpability when they try to regain their 
authority by exerting pressure on the government from outside its structure, saying, 
Whenever the legislators endeavour to take away, and destroy the property of the people, 
or to reduce them to slavery under arbitrary power, they put themselves into a state of 
war with the people, who are thereupon absolved from any farther obedience, and are left 
to the common refuge, which God hath provided for all men, against force and violence. 
Whensoever therefore the legislative shall transgress this fundamental rule of society; and 
either by ambition, fear, folly or corruption, endeavour to grasp themselves, or put into 
the hands of any other, an absolute power over the lives, liberties, and estates of the 
people; by this breach of trust they forfeit the power the people had put into their hands 
for quite contrary ends, and it devolves to the people, who have a right to resume their 
original liberty, and, by the establishment of a new legislative, … provide for their own 
safety and security. … What I have said here, concerning the legislative in general, holds 
true also concerning the supreme executor. (Sect. 222) 
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Thus, Locke describes the act of rebellion simply as an enactment by the people of their right to 
abolish any government that does not serve them, and he calls the officials of wayward regimes 
the true rebels. His further justification says, 
But if they, who say it lays a foundation for rebellion, mean that it may occasion civil 
wars, or intestine broils, to tell the people they are absolved from obedience when illegal 
attempts are made upon their liberties or properties, and may oppose the unlawful 
violence of those who were their magistrates, when they invade their properties contrary 
to the trust put in them; and that therefore this doctrine is not to be allowed, being so 
destructive to the peace of the world: they may as well say, upon the same ground, that 
honest men may not oppose robbers or pirates, because this may occasion disorder or 
bloodshed. If any mischief come in such cases, it is not to be charged upon him who 
defends his own right, but on him that invades his neighbours. (Locke 1689, Sect. 228) 
Locke explains the subjects to be acting simply in self-defense, since their government 
committed the first offense by nullifying the public trust. Therefore, the most reasonable method 
to ensure that a citizenry can protect the public trust and defend itself against oppression is the 
right to keep and bear arms, because the concept of consent of the governed would be 
meaningless otherwise. 
Data 
History of Azerbaijan 
 Azerbaijan has a long history that includes cycles of subjugation and autonomy. The land 
that is home to modern-day Azerbaijan had been Persian, or Iranian, property since the beginning 
of the Safavid dynasty in 1501 until the early 19th century. Around the beginning of the 19th 
century, Russia changed its attitude toward its neighbors into a more aggressive one. In the first 
three decades of the 1800s, Russia instigated two Russo-Persian Wars—one from 1804-1813 and 
another from 1826-1828—in which it forced Qajar Iran to forfeit control of what now comprises 
Azerbaijan (Clark 2013). The land remained in Russian hands until the end of World War I, and 
the Transcaucasian Democratic Federative Republic was formed on April 22, 1918, which 
included the present-day states of Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Armenia (Kazemzadeh 1951). That 
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republic was short-lived, with nations declaring independence from it just months later. One such 
nation produced the Azerbaijan Democratic Republic in May 1918; it is that moment that marks 
the relevant period of Azerbaijani history for this study. Although the ADR lasted only until 
April 1920, it was the first parliamentary republic in the Muslim world and became the first 
Muslim country to grant women suffrage (Kazemzadeh 1951, p. 222; Reynolds 2019). 
Furthermore, the ADR established Baku State University, which united the existing colleges in 
the city into one system and “immediately became the leading intellectual centre of the country” 
(Kazemzadeh 1951, p. 222). The 11th Army of Soviet Russia invaded the ADR on 27 April 1920 
for oil and full victory over anti-Bolshevik forces (Isgenderli 2011, p. 200), and the Azerbaijan 
Soviet Socialist Republic was established on 28 April 1920 (Reynolds 2019). 
 For the Azerbaijani people, Soviet rule was unpleasant, in the mildest of terms. One of 
the first efforts of the U.S.S.R. was to nationalize property in the Azerbaijan SSR; lands formerly 
held by the elite were transferred to the peasantry, and natural resources were declared property 
of the state (Ismailov 2017, p. 290-91). The same happened with nearly all industries: the oil, 
banking, and fish industries were nationalized within two months of the Azerbaijan SSR’s 
founding (Ismailov 2017, p. 291). Azerbaijani oil, especially, provided the U.S.S.R. incentive to 
keep the country in subjugation, as it would provide 70 percent of the Soviet Union’s entire oil 
supply through 1940, and that already-important resource would only become more so over the 
next decades (Nichol 1995, p. 120). These reforms eventually led to the forcible confiscation of 
“villagers’ produce [and] cattle” (Ismailov 2017, p. 292). In May 1921, the Azerbaijan congress 
accepted its Soviet constitution, which in theory protected the political rights of all workers, but 
it ordered “the citizens which were not working deprived of their election rights” (Ismailov 2017, 
p. 291). Azerbaijanis who, for whatever reason, did not work were also unable to participate in 
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the political system. Completing assimilation into the Soviet machine, “Bolsheviks started to 
destroy all the materials of their opponents,” and “intellectuals, religious leaders and high-
ranking militaries were arrested” (Ismailov 2017, p. 292). There was no freedom of the press, 
[Bolsheviks] suppressed political dissidence by shutting down hostile newspapers and 
subjecting all publications to preventive censorship. In 1922 they set up a central 
censorship office, known for short as Glavlit, with final authority over printed materials 
as well as the performing arts. (Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica 2002) 
Most of the political dissidents who were arrested were also executed (Ismailov 2017, p. 292). 
“From 28 April 1920 till on August 1921 in Azerbaijan 48 thousand people have been victims of 
Bolshevik terrorism” (Ismailov 2017, p. 292). The U.S.S.R. coupled the eradication of 
ideological opponents with the criminalization of all political parties except the Azerbaijan 
Communist Party (Ismailov 2017, p. 292). In a country study by the U.S. government, James 
Nichol (1995) says, 
Azerbaijani cultural expression was circumscribed and forcibly supplanted by Russian 
cultural values. Particularly during Stalin's purges of the 1930s, many Azerbaijani writers 
and intellectuals were murdered, and ruthless attempts were made to erase evidence of 
their lives and work from historical records. Cultural monuments, libraries, mosques, and 
archives were destroyed. (p. 110) 
Religion, too, was a target for the Soviets in their quest for ideological supremacy. The 
U.S.S.R. took seriously the assertion of Karl Marx (1844/2009), “[Religion] is the opium of the 
people. The abolition of religion as the illusory happiness of the people is the demand for their 
real happiness.” In order to deliver real happiness to the people, the Soviet Union sought the 
abolition of religion. However, this endeavor fell to the vice of cruelty, as it always does. 
According to the Library of Congress (2016), 
The Soviet Union was the first state to have as an ideological objective the elimination of 
religion. Toward that end, the Communist regime confiscated church property, ridiculed 
religion, harassed believers, and propagated atheism in the schools. … The Soviet regime 
systematically suppressed Islam by force, until 1941. 
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Islam was by no means welcome within the U.S.S.R. or even the Azerbaijan SSR, and that did 
not change. “Before Soviet power was established, about 2,000 mosques were active in 
Azerbaijan” (Nichol 1995, p. 107), but by the 1980s, only 18 mosques throughout the entire 
country were holding services. Furthermore, the state “put restrictions on Muslim culture” 
(Ismailov 2017, p. 296), destroyed mosques and transformed them into warehouses and libraries, 
and tortured religious leaders. Often, assaults on Muslim culture had slogans attached to them, as 
Ismailov (2017) notes, such as “‘Take away veil,’ ‘Take away hat,’ ‘Take away tar’ (musical 
instrument), [and] ‘Take away kamancha’ (musical instrument)” (p. 297). Presumably, the “veil” 
and “hat” in the slogans refer to the face coverings that women wore and the head coverings that 
men wore, respectively, in accordance with Islamic tradition. In this way, the Soviet system 
introduced in Azerbaijan a kind of repressive tyranny that the country had not seen before. 
Historically, the government in Iran—and thus Azerbaijan until the 1800s—included 
supreme arbitrary power within a “system of state administration [that] was rigidly hierarchical” 
(Katouzian 1981, p. 14), but it was not a methodical insistence on submission to the ideology of 
the Shah, or chief executive. Each regional magistrate could follow his own will, but his 
appointment could be rescinded and transferred at the will of the Shah. While the government 
traditionally controlled land rights in theory, in practice the people enjoyed private property 
rights, despite the fact that executives could reassign those rights at any time (Katouzian 1981, p. 
17). Furthermore, religious authorities or works were not destroyed for the sake of one sect’s 
supremacy, for government in Iran had long been decentralized albeit strictly hierarchical 
(Katouzian 1981). Katouzian (1981) describes the historical Iranian state thusly, 
Iranian despotism was not a tyranny or dictatorship in the Graeco-Roman senses of these 
terms which have been passed on to modern Western culture. It described a monopoly of 
arbitrary power, at each and every level of public life, ‘legitimised’ by the monopoly of 
one man alone. It was not a system in which tradition, custom, morality and law 
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constrained freedom of thought, expression or participation in social processes in a 
predictable – even unchanging – fashion. (p. 57) 
The lack of a cohesive bureaucracy throughout the country meant that any ideological 
persecution was unlikely to be universal; because the regional magistrates were accountable only 
to the country’s shah, they had no incentive to coordinate among themselves for an ultimate goal. 
Different types of persecutions may have been enacted in different regions, but Katouzian notes 
a “well-known Persian expression: ‘Equal injustice is just’” (p. 16). That expression indicates 
that under relative chaos where every individual is equally violable to the power above him, 
citizens could still carve out a niche in which an adequate life was possible. Soviet tyranny, on 
the other hand, would not allow that. 
The people of Azerbaijan initially resisted the Soviet regime in late May of 1920, with 
more than 10,000 rebels under the command of Generals Muhammad Mirza Qajar and Javad bey 
Shikhlinski and Colonel Jahangir bey Kazimbayov liberating the city of Ganja over two days 
(Ismailov 2017, p. 293). The plan was to unite with Georgian forces and liberate Azerbaijan from 
Soviet control, but Georgia signed a peace treaty with the U.S.S.R., and Georgia’s commander-
in-chief received orders to cease hostilities (Murguzov 2017). By the end of the month, the 
Soviets recaptured Ganja (Murguzov 2017). However, the Soviet victory was not enough to 
quash the Azerbaijani desire for self-determination. In June, similar uprisings occurred in the 
regions of Karabakh and Zagtala, and the region of Shamkir also saw a summer rebellion against 
the Red Army (Ismailov 2017, p. 293). Through 1924, in the regions of Lankara, Cavanshir, 
Ordubad, Sharur, Gabala, and Khacmaz citizens orchestrated “massive demonstrations” against 
the Soviet regime (Ismailov 2017, p. 294). During this period, the radical Ittihad political party 
“created [a] ‘Native land or death’ group” whose goal was the overthrow of the government 
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(Ismailov 2017, p. 294). While great in number, rebellions were small in size, and the Azerbaijan 
SSR lasted until the dissolution of the Soviet Union. 
World War II was a period of relative alliance between the people of Azerbaijan and the 
Soviet government, with over half a million Azerbaijanis serving in the Red Army and the 
Germans being seen as the greater evil (Ismailov 2017, p. 308). Additionally, Major General 
Hazi Aslanov of Azerbaijan was twice named a Hero of the Soviet Union—once 
posthumously—for his service in the war (Ismailov 2017, p. 309-10). In the postwar period, 
under the rule of Nikita Khrushchev, the people of Azerbaijan regained some of their national 
identity through the de-Stalinization that was happening in the Soviet ranks. Political prisoners in 
camps were released, the label of “enemy of the state” was removed from several Azerbaijanis, 
and the constitution of the Azerbaijan SSR was altered to declare Azerbaijani as the official 
language (Ismailov 2017, p. 318). Furthermore, education improved during this period, as eight-
year education was made mandatory in 1959, and it was increase to ten-year education in 1966 
(Ismailov 2017, p. 316). However, the curriculum for Azerbaijani schools was Russified, 
teaching Russian history instead of Azerbaijani history (Ismailov 2017, p. 319), and education 
had the primary goal of cultivating loyal Soviet workers. In the late 1980s, the U.S.S.R. began a 
campaign against alcoholism, in which it destroyed roughly a quarter million acres of vineyard 
(Ismailov 2017, p. 318). This was a reminder to the people, if they needed one, that nothing is 
sacred to the state but itself. 
When Mikhail Gorbachev became leader of the Soviet Union, his policies of glasnost and 
perestroika gave the people of Azerbaijan a greater taste of the principles associated with self-
determination. Gorbachev advocated for increased transparency and transformation of the 
government structure; glasnost (гла́сность) translates to the former, and perestroika 
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(перестройка) translates to the latter. Ismailov (2017) notes that these policies were aimed at 
combatting the falling rates of productivity, growth, and trust in the communist ideology (p. 
331). However, given the augmented “national identity, rights violations, and looted wealth” in 
Azerbaijan SSR (Ismailov 2017, p. 331), Gorbachev likely gave Azerbaijanis enough rope to 
hang him, figuratively speaking, instead of inspiring loyalty in them. Given the ambivalent 
attitude of the Soviet Union toward the rising tensions between the Azeris and Armenians that 
also prevailed in that period, prospects for the longevity of a Soviet-controlled Azerbaijan were 
abysmal. The Nagorno-Karabakh region within Azerbaijan SSR became a source of hostility 
between the Azeris and Armenians in 1960 (Nichol 1995, p. 96). It had been an autonomous 
province of the U.S.S.R. since 1924 and was mostly home to ethnic Armenians (Nichol 1995, p. 
94, 96). The Nagorno-Karabakh Autonomous Oblast had lobbied for unification with the 
Armenian SSR—with its support—or elevation to a republic, and the Azerbaijan SSR was 
vehemently opposed to both efforts (Dowling 2014, p. 549). Likewise, the Soviet Union did not 
accede to either request (Dowling 2014, p. 549). On multiple occasions, Azeris and Armenians 
traded massacres and other atrocities within and without the region for purposes that are 
intertwined with politics (Nichol 1995), and the paramilitary Azerbaijan Popular Front (APF) 
formed in response. This conflict eventually came to a head on February 20, 1988, when 
Armenian SSR deputies to the oblast voted for unification, which triggered Azerbaijanis to 
massacre 100 Armenians (Nichol 1995, p. 96). The Armenians then responded in kind (Nichol 
1995, p. 96). Armenian and Azerbaijani refugees fled to places where they could find sympathy, 
and Moscow granted the Azerbaijan SSR increased control over the Nagorno-Karabakh region in 
fall 1989 due to the chaos (Nichol 1995, p. 96). But that only led to the Armenian SSR formally 
declaring the unification of the autonomous oblast with itself, for it had not formally responded 
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to the deputies’ vote before then (Nichol 1995, p. 96). Azerbaijanis responded with more 
violence, forcing Moscow to send police troops to suppress the APF and install a new president 
for the country in January 1990 (Nichol 1995, p. 96). 
The Soviet solution to the ethnic conflict “further alienated the Azerbaijani population 
from Moscow and from [Communist Party] rule” (Nichols 1995, p. 96). Firearms became central 
to the conflict and Azerbaijani sovereignty. Yunusov (2003) notes, 
Government officials … tried in every way possible to assure the Azerbaijanis that the 
problem could and would be solved. And since Azerbaijanis were law-abiding and were 
used to believing the authorities, the decision to confiscate various types of firearms, 
taken after the famous session of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet of the USSR on 18 
June 1988 concerning the clashes in Nagorno Karabakh, did not cause any great 
displeasure. … Azerbaijanis started to hand in all kinds of registered weapons, principally 
hunting weapons. (p. 3) 
To place a limit on the supply of firearms in the country, the government “blocked enrolment of 
new members into the Union of Hunters” (Yunusov 2003, p. 3). That did not stop the violence. 
In the fall months of 1988, Armenians began forming paramilitary groups, against which the 
U.S.S.R. promoted the involvement of the Red Army instead of the formation of similar 
Azerbaijani groups (Yunusov 2003, p. 3). However, local authorities did not call upon the Red 
Army until 1990, and Azerbaijanis did form their own paramilitary groups in the interim. While 
the Soviet officials were convincing the people of Azerbaijan that disarmament is the best form 
of self-defense, the paramilitary groups were arguing for just the opposite, “insist[ing] on the 
need for the general arming of the population with SALW [small arms and light weapons] in 
order to resist the Armenian military groups” (Yunusov 2003, p. 3). The clashes around the 
Nagorno-Karabakh region were unbalanced, and Azerbaijanis did need to arm themselves if they 
were going to effectively address the Armenian paramilitary organizations. Yunusov finds, 
There was an acute shortage of weapons and ammunition on the Azerbaijani side. … 
Several people sold their cattle to buy arms, but this time talk was no longer merely of 
hunting weapons. During one armed clash in mid-October 1989 in the settlement of 
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Karkijahan in the suburbs of Stepanakert, both sides used not only hunting weapons, but 
pistols, submachine-guns and machine-guns. Homemade firearms were also used. (p. 4) 
The people were so desperate to protect themselves, and wary of the Red Army, that they often 
sold their livelihoods to buy arms, regardless of the law. Continued weapons confiscations 
numbered more than 3,500 firearms—850 of which were rifles—and “hundreds of homemade 
explosive and incendiary devices” (Yunusov 2003, p. 4). Even with the black-market arms sales 
the Azerbaijanis were still disadvantaged, and the demand of the Soviet officials remained 
unyielding disarmament. Because of this, the people of Azerbaijan increasingly looked toward 
the APF to lead them, and the Communist Party’s control over Azerbaijan waned (Yunusov 
2003, p. 5). As a result, the APF was able to pressure local authorities into returning some 
firearms to the general population (Yunusov 2003, p. 5). It even established the National 
Defence Committee, for which “businesses and factories began making lists of all men capable 
of bearing arms and wishing to volunteer to fight in Nagorno Karabakh” (Yunusov 2003, p. 5). 
Thus, the APF was managed and manned by the citizenry. 
January 1990 lit the passions for Azerbaijani independence. The ethnic violence escalated 
into military-scale confrontations, with Armenians using “civilian Mi-8 helicopters … to shell 
the Azerbaijani population of the Geranboi region” (Yunusov 2003, p. 4) and 300 people being 
drawn into the conflict in the Khanlar and Geranboi regions within a week. The APF, too, went 
on the offensive; it sent its volunteer groups into the Nagorno-Karabakh Autonomous Oblast, 
and for weapons it resorted to disarming law enforcement and attacking Soviet armories 
(Yunusov 2003, p. 5). The APF was, in effect, running the Azerbaijan SSR. However, the attacks 
on Red Army facilities incensed Moscow, and Soviet leadership declared a state of emergency 
and dispatched 50,000 troops to Baku, the capital of Azerbaijan SSR, on the night of January 19 
(Yunusov 2003, p. 5). Upon arrival, the Red Army killed 132 civilians and injured 744 more; the 
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APF fired back, killing 29 soldiers and wounding 98 (Yunusov 2003, p. 5). This exchange 
earned the name, “Black January.” The army succeeded in occupying Baku due to its greater 
numbers, and similar forces were en route to other volatile locations of the Azerbaijan SSR 
(Kushen 1991, p. 3). The Human Rights Watch reports that over the following days there were 
“violent confrontations … that lasted into February,” “hundreds of people were detained,” and 
“civil liberties were severely curtailed” (Kushen 1991, p. 3). The Red Army also carried out 
numerous arms confiscations; throughout Azerbaijan and Armenia, Soviets appropriated 10,000 
weapons by the end of February (Yunusov 2003, p. 5-6). Soviet leadership, while introducing 
some stability to Azerbaijan, still could not solve the problems of the Azeri-Armenian conflict or 
public opinion. “In Azerbaijani eyes the government had lost its authority after the January 
massacre in Baku” (Yunusov 2003, p. 6). The state of the conflict remained largely the same 
until late 1991, but the Azerbaijan people became bolder against Soviet rule. 
Popular support for an independent Azerbaijan and separation from Communist tyranny 
was fast on the rise. In a 2001 NATO report, Mekhtiev notes, 
While analyzing the pre-independence environment in Azerbaijan, one must emphasize 
that the internal situation represented a mixture of complicated social trends characterized 
by the will of people to preserve the country inviolable, to promote democratic changes 
and to achieve independence for the country. (p. 11) 
The people had become disillusioned with the government overreach of Communism and were 
ready for an alternative. Azerbaijanis had learned of successful Islamist revolutions in 
Afghanistan and Iran in the 1970s, and those events became sources of hope for the people 
(Yunusov 2004, p. 163-64); the New York Times reported on January 16, 1990 that Ekhtibar 
Mamedov of the APF had said, “If you want a new Afghanistan, you will have it” (Keller). Other 
Soviet Socialist Republics began to shift toward independence as well over 1990-1991, with 
Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia among them (Beissinger 2002, p. 378, 429). This, in turn, affected 
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the attitude of Azerbaijanis toward independence. “The spread of secessionist mobilization 
elsewhere in the USSR … played critical roles in altering the opinions of those who earlier failed 
to fully identify with the independence objective” (Beissinger 2002, p. 177). In late 1991, 
Azerbaijan saw the writing on the wall for the Soviet Union after Soviet leaders attempted to 
overthrow Gorbachev in the August coup d’état. “On 30 August 1991 Azerbaijan adopted [a] 
declaration about the restoration of state independence” (Ismailov 2017, p. 336), and the 
Supreme Soviet of the republic formally passed a law pursuant to that declaration on October 18 
(Yunusov 2004, p. 184). Partial text of that law reads, 
Article 9. The Azerbaijani people have a right to choose the form of government, to 
define the relations with other people, to develop their political, economic and cultural 
traditions in accordance with the universal values. 
Article 10. The Azerbaijani people are the source of the government in the sovereign 
Republic of Azerbaijan. … 
The direct state regulation of the Azerbaijani people is carried out through the 
representatives elected by the direct referendum or the general, equal and direct secret 
voting. … 
Article 16. In accordance with … international legal standards the Republic of 
Azerbaijan builds the relations with other states in accordance with the following 
principles: … respect for the human rights and principal liberties, the adherence to the 
peoples' equality and the right to determine their own fate. … 
Article 17. The Republic of Azerbaijan must do the following: 
1. protect the unity of the Azerbaijani people, to create the legal rules through defining 
the rights and liberties subsequent from the law in accordance with the interests of a 
person, a family, social units and other collectives and through ensuring the respect for 
that. … 
5. ensure the protection of the citizens of the republic of Azerbaijan from the attempts 
posing the threat to their life, health personal freedom and security. 
Article 19. All the citizens of the Republic of Azerbaijan are equal before the law. The 
Republic of Azerbaijan ensures the application of all the rights and liberties stipulated by 
the General Declaration of Human Rights, the Final act of the Helsinki conference and 
other legal generally accepted documents of all the citizens regardless of their nation, 
religion, race or sex. 
The rights or the liberties of the citizens of the Republic of Azerbaijan can not be 
restricted except for the special cases stipulated by the law. 
Article 29. The defense of the Republic of Azerbaijan is the duty of the citizens of the 
republic of Azerbaijan. 
The military service is mandatory in the limits and terms stipulated by the Law. 
(Presidential Library 2016) 
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Thus, the people of Azerbaijan delineated the rights they intended to secure, which were 
principally the rights of which the Soviet Union had deprived them. December of that year 
formalized an independent Azerbaijan and the end of the U.S.S.R.; the Commonwealth of 
Independent States (CIS) formed on December 8, Gorbachev resigned as president of the 
U.S.S.R. on Christmas, and the people of Azerbaijan voted over 99 percent in favor of 
independence in a referendum on December 29 (Ismailov 2017, p. 337; Nichol 1995, p. 97). 
Azerbaijanis could now exercise the liberty and sovereignty for which they strived. 
 Sovereignty did not bring an end to armed conflict that beleaguered Azerbaijanis, 
however, and they needed a comprehensive plan to solve the violence. The Declaration of 
Independence stated that the most recent constitution of the Azerbaijan SSR would remain in 
force until the legislature adopted a new one (Presidential Library 2016, art. 4), so public safety, 
not philosophical debate, guided politics following independence Additionally, Communist Ayaz 
Mutabilov occupied the presidency until June 7, 1992, when the head of the APF won election to 
that office. Enduring Communist rule proved ineffective in the face of the Azeri-Armenian 
conflict; “[t]he Minister of Defence … stated openly in an interview that he favoured the creation 
of ‘a small self-defence force’, but not a regular army, for the latter would be an ‘expensive 
luxury’” (Yunusov 2003, p. 7). The government suffered from a severe shortage of arms in the 
years following independence because negotiations over possession of former Soviet weaponry 
between the Russian and Azerbaijani governments were difficult, and “the Azerbaijanis very 
much wanted everything to be left at their disposal” (Yunusov 2003, p. 8). During the continuing 
turmoil, however, Azerbaijan had “the lowest crime rate in the South Caucasus” (Yunusov 2003, 
p. 8). In 1992, Russia and Azerbaijan reached an agreement regarding the Soviet weaponry, and 
crime increased once arms entered the public (Yunusov 2003, p. 12-13). The people “realised 
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through their constant clashes with the authorities from 1988 to 1991 that they could only get 
decisions made if they put the authorities under pressure,” and after three coups to depose 
leaders, “the population became convinced that problems could be quickly solved using violent 
methods” (Yunusov 2003, p. 13). Political turmoil and armed clashes between government 
forces, Soviet troops, and opposition groups persisted into 1995 when the Azerbaijani 
government eventually won control of its population, and “no armed groups remained … outside 
the control of the central authorities” (Yunusov 2003, p. 15). Its legislature issued the 
declaration, 
Each citizen of Azerbaijan Republic over 18 age has a right to get civil arm. Citizen [sic] 
willing to purchase civil arm may apply to Police Body … or to Head Office for Public 
Security of Ministry of Internal Affairs. The special license is given for purchasing an 
arm. … The period of validity of the special license issued for purchasing civil arm is 6 
months. The citizen should register the fire-arm or sport arm purchased through special 
license within two weeks. … In the case of inheritance, if heir/heiress hasn’t license for 
getting civil arm being heritage, he/she will get license during 3 month. If heir/heiress 
doesn’t want to get license for getting arm being inheritance for him/her or such license 
isn’t issued to her/him, he/she will present the same arm to other, or turnover to police 
department or sell. (Ministry of Internal Affairs 2020) 
History of the United States 
 For a meaningful understanding of the United States and its founding, a detailed, perhaps 
meticulous, account of its pre-Revolutionary history is necessary in addition to its general 
historical context. Over the course of the separation of the U.S. from Great Britain, reason and 
principles guided the behavior of colonists; they took care to explain their actions through 
pamphlets and petitions, and their campaign for independence was cohesive, uninterrupted by 
major world events. Therefore, they provide a self-analysis and facilitate a deeper foray into their 
history than is possible with others. 
The origins of the U.S. trace back to 1606 when King James I of England “charter[ed] the 
Virginia Company of London and appoint[ed] a royal council to oversee its ventures and the 
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colony” (Library of Congress n.d.). On May 13 the following year, just over 100 Englishmen 
arrived in Virginia and chose the location for the first permanent English settlement west of the 
Atlantic (NPS 2020). The Virginia Company appointed a 13-man executive council and directed 
it to elect a president for itself. After the election of a third president, King James rechartered the 
Virginia Company in 1609 to give it control over the governance of the colony (Library of 
Congress n.d.). The Company abolished the Council and instituted the executive office of 
governor (Library of Congress n.d.). However, history demanded three governors to match the 
three Council presidents; one abandoned the colony within a year (Editors of Encyclopaedia 
Britannica 2005), and another ruled mainly in absentia and died on a 1618 return voyage 
(Billings & Kneebone 2013). George Yeardley, the third appointed governor of Jamestown, 
established a representative legislature in 1619, the first in America (NPS 2020). 
 From 1619 onward, the British colonists enjoyed a large degree of autonomy, though that 
was more an effect of disinterest than motive on the part of the Crown. King Charles I, son of 
James I, chartered the Massachusetts Bay Company in 1629 (Editors & Wallenfeldt 2015). 
Inhabitants of the corresponding colony “made their own laws and elected their own governor 
and lawmakers,” which the charter permitted (Deming 2013, p. 23). Regarding that governance, 
English officials “paid no attention until the 1670s, when they discovered that colonists were … 
cheating the king of customs duties” (Deming 2013, p. 23). This prompted King Charles II to 
create a new charter in 1684, 
The colonies of Massachusetts Bay, Plymouth, Maine, and New Hampshire were roped 
together as the Dominion of New England. (This dominion would later be expanded to 
include Rhode Island, New York, Connecticut, and what is now New Jersey.) (Deming 
2013, p. 24) 
The Crown would appoint a president over the Dominion (Deming 2013, p. 24), increasing 
English oversight of its American progeny. With the next king came a revolution in England, the 
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Glorious Revolution, in which seven English noblemen invited Prince William of Orange, a 
Protestant, to depose James II, a Catholic (National Archives 2019; History.com Editors 2019b). 
In 1689, the new King William III ruled England with Mary, the Protestant daughter of James II 
(History.com Editors 2019b). American colonists took advantage of the change in rulers to 
depose their president through desertion, mutiny, and rioting, with the hopes of restoring the 
autonomy they formerly enjoyed. Colonists eventually shipped their president back to England 
(Deming 2013, p. 24), though they earned the opposite result from what they sought. William III 
responded to the chaos with a new charter that assigned new borders and altered the electorate; it 
“directed that the Crown choose the governor, who would have veto power over the proposed 
laws from local legislators” (Deming 2013, p. 25). England’s hand on the wayward colonies was 
steady, for a time. 
 Over the next century, England’s rule over the colonies again became characterized by 
laxness. Even in the 1760s, “the main responsibility of the secretary handling American matters 
was Europe, not America” (Deming 2013, p. 31). Regarding Parliament, “its 558 members 
barely noticed what was happening in Britain, let alone America” (Deming 2013, p. 31). That 
ignorance of the English government toward America meant that “most of the time … the British 
army and navy [were] too far away to be of much help” (Deming 2013, p. 31), and the colonists 
had to organize and maintain their own defense forces. Thus, muskets and flintlock pistols were 
common household items throughout the colonies as a practical matter; Massachusetts law from 
1645 required every inhabitant to keep a serviceable firearm in his house (Halbrook 2008, p. 11). 
They were instruments of safety and self-defense. Indeed, those defenses were necessary, given 
the “nearly constant warfare that plagued North America between 1689 and 1763” (Millett et al. 
2012, p. 25). So little did the mainland glance at America that a colonist might go his entire life 
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without seeing a visiting London official (Deming 2013, p. 31). However, the colonists were in 
for a rude awakening; the end of the French and Indian War would bring significant change to 
the policy of English neglect that had prevailed for so long. 
 Following the war’s end in 1763, King George III was concerned with his kingdom’s war 
debts. The British government reasoned, 
The war in North America was fought for British America, thus British Americans should 
pay at least some of the cost. That was only fair … especially considering that Americans 
were paying far less in taxes than their fellow subjects in the homeland. (Deming 2013, p. 
32) 
And so, taxing the colonies became the strategy for repaying Britain’s debt. The first attempt of 
this consisted of enforcing the Navigation Acts passed in the mid-1600s, which the colonists had 
been circumventing (Millett et al. 2012, p. 44). In the spring of 1763, immediately following the 
French and Indian War, Ottawa chief Pontiac attempted to combat European settlement, doing 
nothing to ease the burdens of Britain. Pontiac “forced the abandonment of almost a dozen forts, 
and besieged Fort Pitt and Detroit” (Millett et al. 2012, p. 45). However, the sieges failed, and 
Pontiac agreed to peace terms in July 1765 and signed an agreement a year later (Millet et al. 
2012, p. 45). Pontiac’s Rebellion gave England concerns about unrest among native tribes, and 
the Crown “established the Proclamation Line of October 1763” (Millett et al. 2012, p. 45), 
which forbade colonial settlement west of the Appalachians. To enforce the Line, British soldiers 
were stationed along the western border of the colonies (Millett et al. 2012, p. 45). The colonists 
were hardly pleased at the changes. Before the ratification of any new laws, Americans saw their 
purse strings tighten from the east and their activity hampered in the west. “With France’s 
removal from the continent … [i]t seemed inexplicable that England should prevent them from 
exploiting the resources of the west” (Millett et al. 2012, p. 45). For colonists, unhappy times 
were just beginning. 
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 Before Pontiac signed the peace agreement, several new laws passed Parliament. The 
Sugar Act of 1764 was the first, and it “provided for strong customs enforcement of the duties on 
refined sugar and molasses imported into the colonies from non-British Caribbean sources” 
(Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica 1998c). Because smuggling had become nearly mainstream 
in the colonies, the Sugar Act “severely hampered” their maritime commerce (Editors of 
Encyclopaedia Britannica 1998c). Even New England distillers, whom the Act benefitted, 
disapproved of it (Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica 1998c). In 1765, the Stamp and 
Quartering Acts became law (Millett et al. 2012, p. 45). The former “required that, starting in the 
fall of 1765, legal documents and printed materials must bear a tax stamp provided by 
commissioned distributors who would collect the tax in exchange for the stamp” (History.com 
Editors 2019a); such printed materials even included playing cards and dice. Additionally, the 
Stamp Act denied its offenders the right to a trial by jury (History.com Editors 2019a). The 
Quartering Act “requir[ed] colonial authorities to provide food, drink, quarters, fuel, and 
transportation to British forces stationed in their towns or villages” (Editors of Encyclopaedia 
Britannica 1998d). In colonial eyes, London’s appetite for money was insatiable, and the worst 
offense was their disregard for local authorities. “Americans considered [the acts] illegal because 
they taxed the colonies. Colonists asserted that … Parliament had no right to levy any direct 
taxes on the colonies” (Millett et al. 2012, p. 45). The Sugar Act was thus seen as legitimate but 
unfortunate, since it was a duty on commerce, but the others were seen as illegal since they 
imposed direct taxes on the colonies. 
 Americans responded passionately to these affronts. The direct tax, denial of 
representation, denial of a fair trial, and the military occupation during peacetime all combined to 
severely incense the colonists, and a vocal minority believed that the Crown had sinister plans to 
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tyrannically subjugate America to the Crown’s whims (History.com Editors 2019a). It was in 
response to the Stamp Act that the slogan, “No taxation without representation” was born (UK 
Parliament 2021). Patrick Henry of the Virginia House of Burgesses was inspired to submit a set 
of resolutions rejecting Parliament’s authority over taxation of the colonies and urging 
Americans to resist the Act (History.com Editors 2019a); in 1775, Henry would deliver a speech 
to a Virginia convention with the famous cry, “Give me liberty, or give me death!” Henry’s 
resolutions found popularity among newspapers throughout the colonies, and delegates from nine 
colonies held a Stamp Act Congress in October of 1765, which drafted a petition to George III 
and Parliament affirming a] that they “owe the same allegiance to the crown of Great Britain” as 
mainlanders, b] that they owe “due subordination to … Parliament,” and c] “that no taxes should 
be imposed on them, but with their own consent, given personally, or by their representatives” 
(Niles 1822, p. 457). However, colonial backlash was not confined to print or finances; in 
Boston, anti-Stamp Act group the Sons of Liberty hanged an effigy of the city’s soon-to-be 
stamp distributor, Andrew Oliver, at the nearby Liberty Tree, then organized a group of 
Americans to parade it through town, destroy one of Oliver’s properties, and visit his home, 
which they ransacked after making a display of beheading the effigy (Deming 2013, p. 69-70). 
During a subsequent visit by the Sons the next day, Oliver committed to resign from the post 
once he inherited it, thereby earning the Sons’ gratitude (Deming 2013, p. 72). The colonies 
enjoyed a victory in the next few months, 
By the beginning of 1766, most of the stamp distributors had resigned their commissions, 
many of them under duress. Mobs in seaport towns turned away ships carrying the stamp 
papers from England without allowing them to discharge their cargoes. Determined 
colonial resistance made it impossible for the British government to bring the Stamp Act 
into effect. In 1766, Parliament repealed it. (History.com Editors 2019a) 
However, Parliament followed the repeal with more affronts to the colonies, or so it seemed to 
them. The Declaratory Act was passed in 1766, “which asserted … authority over the colonies 
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‘in all cases whatsoever’” (Deming 2013, p. 85). Another set of bills passed in 1767, and the 
Quartering Act remained in force. The Townshend Acts of 1767 halted business in the New York 
legislature until it agreed to the financial requirements of the Quartering Act, imposed strict 
customs enforcement, and reduced duties on tea imports so that the British East India Company 
could compete against the smuggling business (Editors et al. 2018b). Once again, colonists 
“resisted everywhere with verbal agitation and physical violence, deliberate evasion of duties, … 
and overt acts of hostility toward British enforcement agents, especially in Boston” (Editors et al. 
2018b). Sons of Liberty groups encouraged and enforced nonimportation agreements among the 
colonists, as well as “forced stamp agents to resign and mobilized mobs to ransack the homes of 
unpopular Crown officials” (Millett et al 2012, p. 46). During this period, most Americans and 
“the Sons of Liberty … considered themselves loyal British subjects” who blamed not the king 
or Parliament “but tended to focus anger on the king’s advisers” (Deming 2013, p. 79). Colonists 
were still determined to battle the assaults on their liberties within the confines of British society. 
After three years of persistence, Americans tallied another victory for themselves. The 
Townshend Acts were repealed, the Quartering Act was allowed to expire, and British troops 
were removed from Boston; but the duty on tea remained (Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica 
1998d; Editors et al. 2018b). The colonists’ victory was mixed with bitter sorrow and grief that 
swelled into rage, and it was not from the duty on tea. On the same day as the Townshend Acts’ 
repeal, March 5, 1770, Boston saw British regulars massacre residents outside their barracks 
after a confrontation between the parties. What began as a small squabble between a pair of 
regulars and some passersby in the evening quickly escalated to a mob of colonists harassing the 
regulars by the customs office (Deming 2013, p. 146). Upon learning of the unrest, Captain 
Thomas Preston led a detachment to collect his two men back to the barracks, where most 
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remained outside the building (Deming 2013, p. 149). Amid taunts from civilians, a battery of 
miscellaneous projectiles, and general cacophony, one lone shot rang out from a soldier, which 
prompted others to follow suit (Deming 2013, p. 151). The tragedy preoccupied Boston for 
months, until the town seemingly lost interest once criminal trials began in October of that year 
(Deming 2013, p. 173). However, the event soured people’s opinions of British occupation and 
was commemorated on its anniversary for several years (Deming 2013). Surprisingly, Boston 
and the colonies took a hiatus from the unruliness that marked the past half-decade. Deming 
(2013) describes the time as an “interval of tranquility” (p. 187), and Halbrook (2008) notes that 
it was “a relatively calm period of three years” (p. 26). 
Parliament passed the Tea Act early in 1773 to send surplus tea from the East India 
Company to America for sale, but it left the Townshend tea duty untouched (Deming 2013, p. 
220). Between the passing of the act and the arrival of the tea, Americans in several colonies 
began to focus on the formerly overlooked tax. American politician Samuel Adams, a prominent 
Son of Liberty, had inspired in 1772 the formation of committees of correspondence throughout 
the colonies in response to a decoupling of governorships and judgeships from colonial 
accountability, for London at that time assumed the duty from American legislatures of paying 
officials’ salaries (Deming 2013, p. 200-202). It was through these committees that Adams and 
Massachusetts learned of other colonies’ opposition to the remaining tea duty (Deming 2013, p. 
222). Massachusetts soon made up for its tardiness by its show of zeal. The first tea ship, the 
Dartmouth, arrived on November 28, 1773, and “patriots had no intention of allowing the tea to 
be landed and distributed” (Deming 2013, p. 226). Over the next two weeks, Royal Governor of 
Massachusetts Thomas Hutchinson and prominent members of the community had bureaucratic 
spats over how to handle the tea ships, with Sons of Liberty steering the community toward 
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returning them to England at all costs and Hutchinson hewing tightly to British law that 
demanded otherwise (Deming 2013). Thousands of Americans held a meeting on December 16 
awaiting Hutchinson’s response to their last plea for action; the messenger returned with the 
information that the governor had not relented, and afterward, Sam Adams declared, “This 
meeting can do nothing more to save the country” (Deming 2013, p. 232), as men dressed as 
Mohawks entered the room. Adams’s statement was “likely a prearranged signal” (Deming 2013, 
p. 232) for Sons of Liberty to exit and organize themselves before visiting the tea ships at 
Griffin’s Wharf. The Sons, minimally disguised as Mohawks and carrying hatchets, boarded the 
tea ships and destroyed the cargo; all the tea had been ruined or cast overboard by 9 p.m.—a man 
who tried to pilfer some for himself “was stripped of his booty … and sent home naked” 
(Deming 2013, p. 234). After that night, tea consumption in the colonies was greatly stigmatized. 
“Seventy-nine of about one hundred tea merchants in Boston agreed to suspend sales of English 
and Dutch tea” (Deming 2013, p. 237), and several other colonies ignored or rejected tea ships 
that visited them. 
London heard of the Tea Party in January 1774, and Parliament passed a series of bills 
throughout the year that were known as the Intolerable Acts. The Acts consisted of, 
1. The Boston Port Bill, closing that city’s harbour until restitution was made for the 
destroyed tea. 
2. The Massachusetts Government Act [which] abrogated the colony’s charter of 1691, 
reducing it to the level of a crown colony, replacing the elective local council with an 
appointive one, enhancing the powers of the military governor [appointed to replace 
Hutchinson], Gen. Thomas Gage, and forbidding town meetings without approval. 
3. The Administration of Justice Act … protect[ed] British officials charged with capital 
offenses during law enforcement by allowing them to go to England or another colony for 
trial. 
4. New arrangements for housing British troops in occupied American dwellings, thus 
reviving the indignation that surrounded the earlier Quartering Act, which had been 
allowed to expire in 1770. Passed on June 2, 1774, the new Quartering Act applied to all 
of British America and gave colonial governors the right to requisition unoccupied 
buildings to house British troops. 
Haskin 40 
 
5. The Quebec Act, … [which] removed all the territory and fur trade between the Ohio 
and Mississippi rivers from possible colonial jurisdiction and awarded it to the province 
of Quebec. By establishing French civil law and the Roman Catholic religion in the 
coveted area, Britain acted liberally toward Quebec’s settlers but raised the spectre of 
popery before the mainly Protestant colonies to Canada’s south. (Editors et al. 2018a) 
The Boston Port Bill elicited the most uproar among Massachusetts, but a coordinated response 
to it did not materialize until the summer of that year, when the New York Committee of 
Correspondence “proposed a meeting … of representatives from each colony to talk about how 
best to respond to the crisis” (Deming 2013, p. 265). Thus was born the First Continental 
Congress. August 1 brought the Massachusetts Government Act, and the First Continental 
Congress met on September 5 in Philadelphia (Deming 2013, p. 271, 274). During deliberations, 
Congress learned of an attempt by Gen. Gage to seize a weapons cache outside of Boston, to 
which local militiamen quickly mobilized in defense, that became known as the Powder Alarm, 
and it demonstrated how highly Americans valued control over their own defenses and feared 
British authority (Deming 2013, p. 293). After receiving news of the Powder Alarm, Congress 
also received resolutions from Boston’s Suffolk County by way of Paul Revere (Deming 2013, p. 
293). The Suffolk Resolves issued a blistering rebuke of Parliament and called upon Americans 
to resist its laws while recognizing the sovereignty of George III (Deming 2013, p. 289); 
Congress, led by speeches of its radical members, approved the Resolves unanimously (Deming 
2013, p. 293). Delegates finished business just before November and planned to reconvene in 
May 1775, having both “asserted that Americans would be content … only if Parliament 
repealed the Coercive Acts,” and “not only agreed to trade restrictions but set up a mechanism to 
enforce those restrictions” throughout the colonies (Deming 2013, p. 299). Royal control over 
America thus rapidly decreased in practice even as London augmented it on paper. However, 
official patriot organizations were careful to avoid criticism of King George III; time was more 
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valuable than boldness in matters of persuasion, and opposition to the king would have destroyed 
efforts before they began. 
On December 14, 1774, New Hampshire militiamen stormed a fort at Portsmouth’s harbor to 
seize its weapons and powder (Deming 2013, p. 303). Paul Revere had learned from Boston’s 
organization of patriot spies that British forces intended to relocate the gunpowder, cannon, and 
small arms that were at the port, and he rode there to warn his allies (Deming 2013, p. 303). The 
militiamen took the fort with no injuries given or received despite exchanges of gunfire, and they 
lowered the king’s colors afterward (Deming 2013, p. 303). While this event could have sparked 
revolution, Deming (2013, p. 303) proposes that it failed to do so because both sides disliked the 
optics of the ordeal, quite contrary to the aftermath of the Powder Alarm. Tensions remained 
high in the following months, with another commandeering mission at the behest of Gage in 
February, this time to Salem (Deming 2013, p. 313). Once again, militiamen resisted. After 
another two-month interim, Gage initiated another seizure of weaponry, of which Concord was 
the target. “In early April [1775], Gage received from [the Secretary of State for the Colonies] 
permission to use force” (Deming 2013, p. 319), but Gage was still hesitant to provoke patriot 
wrath. After sending scouts to Concord, he determined that the safest route was through 
Lexington (Deming 2013, p. 320). Soon, patriots learned that something would happen in 
Concord, and Gage learned thereafter that Concord prepared for action. However, Gage 
remained committed; Deming notes, “With clear orders from London, he likely felt he had no 
choice” (p. 324). 
British regulars, 238 strong, reached Lexington as the sun rose on April 19, 1775, and they 
met a force of roughly 70 militiamen under the command of Captain John Parker (Millett et al. 
2013, p. 47; Deming 2013, p. 336). Major John Pitcairn, leading the British troops, ordered the 
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militia to disperse, and Parker reportedly “told the men to give way” (Deming 2013, p. 336). 
Moments later, a shot rang out from an unknown location. Despite orders from Pitcairn against 
it, the regulars started to fire, and some sent the militiamen a coordinated volley (Deming 2013, 
p. 336). The reinforcements that Gage sent arrived just in time for the bloodshed, and their 
commanding officer ordered the drummer to play for ceasefire (Deming 2013, p. 338). Once the 
exchange stopped, the entire regular company pushed into Concord, now 1,500 strong (Millett et 
al. 2013, p. 48). At Concord, the resistance was more organized, though the militia opted not to 
protect the town’s weapon caches but instead established defensive positions across the town’s 
North Bridge to bottleneck the British (Deming 2012, p. 339). “A skirmish with several hundred 
militiamen” took enough British lives that Pitcairn ordered a retreat (Millett et al. 2012, p. 48). 
The colonists, for their part, chased the regulars all the way to Boston through additional 
reinforcements from Gage meeting them with cannons at Lexington (Deming 2013, p. 345); 
overall British casualties numbered roughly 300 men (Millett et al. 2012, p. 48). Additionally, 
“20,000 New England militiamen soon besieged Gage” (Millett et al. 2012, p. 48), for the acting 
militia commander ordered the planks ripped from the bridge at the Boston Neck and local aid 
continued to arrive throughout the battle (Deming 2013, p. 349). The revolution was begun in 
earnest. 
When the Second Continental Congress met in May 1775, the delegates were still hesitant to 
declare a purpose for the fighting; “revolution” was not yet in the popular vocabulary. The 
delegates were in support of establishing a temporary government for Massachusetts and 
assuming control of New England’s army, and the Congress appointed Virginian George 
Washington as commander over it, after much deliberation (Deming 2013, p. 372). During these 
proceedings in Philadelphia, Gage had declared martial law in Boston, and “anyone who laid 
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down their weapons might be forgiven” (Deming 2013, p. 372). Likewise, the militia and its 
officers stayed busy while the Continental Congress met, and they captured Fort Ticonderoga 
and Crown Point in May and participated in the Battle of Bunker Hill in June (Deming 2013, p. 
368, 377). General Washington assumed control of the colonial forces on July 3, and the 
Congress adjourned on August 1 with plans to reconvene in a month (Deming 2013, p. 387, 
393). Washington and the next Congress both found difficulty in their proceedings. Delegates to 
Congress were still against independence, and Washington sent Benedict Arnold on a failed 
attempt to capture Quebec (Deming 2013, p. 395). King George, however, was not plagued by 
the political demand for agreement as Congress was, and in October “he told Parliament that 
America was in rebellion and aimed for independence” (Deming 2013, p. 397). Despite strong 
resolve on both sides, the onset of winter in 1775 injected the conflict with lethargy. In January 
1776, Congress gave Washington permission to attack Boston, but this was the only productive 
thing it did until an anonymous pamphlet began to circulate in the middle of the month (Deming 
2013, p. 405, 409). The pamphlet, Common Sense, included such bold passages as, 
As the exalting one man so greatly above the rest cannot be justified on the equal rights 
of nature, so neither can it be defended on the authority of scripture; for the will of the 
Almighty as declared by Gideon, and the prophet Samuel, expressly disapproves of 
government by Kings. … Render unto Cesar the things which are Cesar’s, is the scripture 
doctrine of courts, yet it is no support of monarchical government, for the Jews at that 
time were without a king, and in a state of vassalage to the Romans (Paine 1776) 
and, 
Let the names of Whig and Tory be extinct; and let none other be heard among us, than 
those of a good citizen; an open and resolute friend; and a virtuous supporter of the 
RIGHTS of MANKIND, and of the FREE AND INDEPENDANT STATES OF 
AMERICA. (Paine 1776) 
Thus, public opinion rapidly shifted to favor independence from Great Britain as Paine 




 Common Sense heralded good news for the patriots on both the political and military 
fronts. On March 17, the British evacuated Boston, and Washington’s men entered the city that 
same day (Deming 2013, p. 415-16). The general’s next target was New York. Meanwhile, the 
Continental Congress warmed to the idea of independent colonial governments, more as a 
practical solution than an ideological one, but it moved the Congress closer to full independence 
all the same (Deming 2013, p. 418). News of the Crown’s undeterred desire to employ German 
mercenaries reached the Congress before summer, and “by June 7, Congress was convinced. No 
one was left to argue against separating from Britain. The only question was when” (Deming 
2013, p. 419). Delegates procrastinated handling that question until July 1, but July 4 saw the 
formal—and “unanimous”—Declaration of Independence. It stated, 
We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are 
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, 
Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.—That to secure these rights, Governments are 
instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed,—
That whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the 
Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and to institute new Government, laying its 
foundation on such principles and organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall 
seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness. (U.S. 1776, par. 2) 
The Congress assured the Crown and colonists that independence did not arise from “light and 
transient causes” but from “a history of repeated injuries and usurpations” by George III (U.S. 
1776, par. 2). Over the next five years, average tradesmen would provide the bulk of the colonial 
infantry to sustain the war against the most expert military in the world (Millett et al. 2012, p. 48, 
50), and they would do so under the rally cry of liberty and a yellow flag that warned, “Don’t 
Tread On Me.” For the war’s duration, “the Continental Army complemented rather than 
supplanted the state militias” (Millett et al 2012, p. 50). Furthermore, “after 1777, the average 
Continental soldier was young, single, propertyless, poor and in many cases an outright pauper” 
(Ferling 2010). For arms, the Continental Army employed the British Brown Bess when they 
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were able to loot them from dead foes, but their primary suppliers were American gunsmiths, 
who made similarly styled flintlocks (Durham 1992). The Pennsylvania Long Rifle played a key 
role in the colonial victory at Saratoga because it allowed riflemen to attack the British from 
triple the redcoats’ effective range (Thomas 2009). With the Treaty of Paris in 1783, Great 
Britain recognized U.S. sovereignty and granted the colonies their territory as far west as the 
Mississippi (U.S. Dept. of State 2009). However, the real work was just beginning. 
 The new states were languishing under political adversity, economic disputes, and the 
lack of an effective arbiter between them. The Second Continental Congress’s Articles of 
Confederation proved themselves to be too weak to sustain a union of America’s 13 sovereign 
States in the aftermath of their revolution. Despite the fears of Americans toward strong central 
governments, delegates eventually agreed to adopt a new constitution. “Several of the smaller 
states ratified the document without demanding a bill of rights, but among the larger states a 
declaration of rights would be demanded” (Halbrook 2008, p. 191). Arguments for the 
Constitution and Bill of Rights were saturated with ideas of what it means to be a free people and 
how to treat firearms in society. The chief defense of the Constitution was a series of essays 
called the Federalist Papers by Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay. In 
Federalist No. 29, Hamilton discusses the role of the country’s militia; he writes, 
The project of disciplining all the militia of the United States is as futile as it would be 
injurious. … A tolerable expertness in military movements is a business that requires 
time and practice. … To oblige the great body of the yeomanry, and of the other classes 
of citizens, to be under arms for the purpose of going through military exercises and 
evolutions, as often as might be necessary to acquire the degree of perfection which 
would entitle them to the character of a well-regulated militia, would be a real grievance 
to the people. … Little more can reasonably be aimed at, with respect to the people at 
large, than to have them properly armed and equipped. (1788) 
Hamilton implicitly considers the armed yeomanry to compose the general militia and argues 
that the Constitution enumerates the natural privilege of a government to call such a group as a 
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posse comitatus, “the entire body of the inhabitants who may be summoned … to assist in 
preserving the public peace” (Merriam-Webster n.d.). Hamilton explains that the militia is a 
reasonable substitute for a standing army—standing armies being a common method of tyrants to 
subjugate their countries. The essay continues, 
If circumstances should at any time oblige the government to form an army of any 
magnitude that army can never be formidable to the liberties of the people while there is a 
large body of citizens, little, if at all, inferior to them in discipline and the use of arms, 
who stand ready to defend their own rights and those of their fellow-citizens. (Hamilton 
1788) 
Thus, Hamilton explains the view of the militia as a ward against oppression, “deducing 
arguments of safety from the very sources which [the opposition] represent as fraught with 
danger” (1788), and he proposes that as many citizens be trained as is feasible since neglecting to 
do so would be as unwise as attempting to assemble the whole militia. A citizenry with access to 
equal technology with the government, he reasons, will protect itself from all tyranny rather than 
become tyrannical unto itself, and the government may call upon members of that citizenry in 
times of civil unrest to enforce the laws and the peace that have been violated. If the government 
calls upon the posse comitatus to enforce tyranny as he might with an army, Hamilton argues 
that the citizen militia will march on the tyrant instead of their countrymen, 
If there should be no army, whither would the militia, irritated by being called upon … 
for the purpose of riveting the chains of slavery upon a part of their countrymen, direct 
their course, but to the seat of the tyrants, who had meditated so foolish as well as so 
wicked a project? (1788) 
In short, Hamilton claims those opposed to the Constitution should not be worried about 
command of the citizen militia because the government likewise has a right to self-defense, and 
the citizen militia will naturally obey those orders that follow liberty and justice and disobey 
those that do not. 
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 James Madison, in Federalist No. 46, similarly touches on the subject. Whereas Hamilton 
concerned himself with the properties of the militia, Madison now writes of the eventuality of a 
standing army. 
Let a regular army, fully equal to the resources of the country, be formed; and let it be 
entirely at the devotion of the federal government; still it would not be going too far to 
say, that the State governments, with the people on their side, would be able to repel the 
danger. The highest number to which … a standing army can be carried in any country, 
does not exceed one hundredth part of the whole … or one twenty-fifth of the number 
able to bear arms. This proportion would yield, in the United States, an army of more 
than twenty-five or thirty thousand men. To these would be opposed a militia amounting 
to near half a million of citizens with arms in their hands … fighting for their common 
liberties. (Madison 1788) 
Madison references the Revolution as the proof of this argument, and he states that, against a 
standing army, “were the people to possess the additional advantages of local governments 
chosen by themselves … and of officers appointed out of the militia, by these governments,” the 
people would be able to overturn “the throne of every tyranny” (1788). During the Revolution, 
the “local governments chosen by [the people] themselves” that Madison advocates often were 
cabals of community members meeting in opposition to the established government. Federalist 
No. 46 also states, “The ultimate authority, wherever the derivative may be found, resides in the 
people alone” (Madison 1788). Therefore, Madison conjures a picture most like the Continental 
Congress, which consisted of delegates to whom whole communities of people gifted authority 
to plan and secure a government respectful of common liberties. The people freely chose to 
rescind their consent of the established rule and reform their state and national governments, and 
they had the right to do so as “the ultimate authority.” 
 The “Federal Farmer” argued against the Constitution’s ratification without a bill of 
rights via anonymous Letters from the Federal Farmer to the Republican. The Federal Farmer’s 
primary argument for a bill of rights was that it eliminates that ambiguity which a government 
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may use to usurp power over the people’s rights (as cited in Halbrook 2008, p. 186). Regarding 
the militia specifically, the Federal Farmer writes in “Letter XVIII,” 
A militia, when properly formed, are in fact the people themselves, and render regular 
troops in a great measure unnecessary. … But, say gentlemen, the general militia are for 
the most part employed at home in their private concerns, cannot well be called out, or be 
depended upon; that we must have a select militia … at the public expense, and always 
ready to take the field. These corps, not much unlike regular troops, will ever produce an 
inattention to the general militia; and the consequence has ever been, and always must be, 
that the substantial men [the general militia], having families and property, will generally 
be without arms; … whereas, to preserve liberty, it is essential that the whole body of the 
people always possess arms, and be taught alike, especially when young, how to use 
them. (as cited in Halbrook 2008, p. 187) 
Contemporary thought was not so far divided on principle; both the pro-ratification federalists 
and the anti-ratification anti-federalists recognized that the principle of self-determination rested 
with the people, but they disagreed on the future application of that principle. The Federal 
Farmer communicates the fear of delineating between some segments of the militia and others: 
the government will neglect those citizens who do not commit to official training in favor of 
equipping those who do make such a commitment. When that neglect is present, the Farmer 
argues, liberty is in danger. Hamilton warned that a bill of rights itself may be a danger to liberty, 
writing, 
Bills of rights … would contain various exceptions to powers not granted; and, on this 
very account, would afford a colourable pretext to claim more than were granted. For 
why declare that things shall not be done which there is no power to do? (Kaminski et al. 
1995, p. 127) 
By enumerating liberties, Hamilton argues, liberty itself is diminished because the government 
will constrain liberties to nothing more than their declared extent. 
 Illustrating perfectly the warning of Hamilton are the differing views of American 
politicians on Shays’s Rebellion in 1787. Daniel Shays became involved with groups of 
Revolutionary War veterans shutting down courts in attempts to prevent continued arrests and 
foreclosures against them, since Congress had barely compensated them for the war 
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(History.com Editors 2019c). In January 1787, Shays and others led an attack on Springfield’s 
federal arsenal and were repelled (History.com Editors 2019c). Sam Adams called for the 
execution of the rebels (History.com Editors 2019c); John Adams condemned it (Halbrook 
2008); and Thomas Jefferson, author of the Declaration of Independence, confessed to William 
Smith his strong support for it. Jefferson writes, 
God forbid we should ever be twenty years without such a rebellion. … And what 
country can preserve its liberties, if its rulers are not warned from time to time, that this 
people preserve the spirit of resistance? Let them take arms. … The tree of liberty must 
be refreshed from time to time, with the blood of patriots and tyrants. (1787) 
Where liberty remains undefined, there is opportunity for debate and compromise; where liberty 
is given a definition, there is little defense for its protection of anything outside of that definition. 
However, it was ultimately the very reality of Americans’ and delegates’ diverse views that 
made a bill of rights necessary for the success of the Constitution. 
 During the ratification process, delegates explored such thoughts on bills of rights 
formally for the first time, for they began meeting before the essays on the subject were 
published. Halbrook (2008) relates the words of Pennsylvania delegate James Wilson, 
A proposition to adopt a measure that would have supposed that we were throwing into 
the general government every power not expressly reserved by the people, would have 
been spurned at … with the greatest indignation. … If we attempt an enumeration, every 
thing that is not enumerated is presumed to be given. (p. 192) 
Wilson soundly rejects the notion that the Constitution grants the government implied powers 
limited only by enumerated boundaries, and indeed he says that an enumeration of boundaries 
would yield such a government. Wilson’s opponent, one of his statesmen named John Smilie, 
remarked, “We ought to know what rights we surrender, and what we retain” (Halbrook 2008, p. 
193), and a bill of rights is the informant thereof. Smilie also remarked, “When the select militia 
is formed; the people in general may be disarmed” (Halbrook 2008, p. 193). Every state from 
Pennsylvania until Massachusetts opposed a bill of rights and ratified the Constitution, with 
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Connecticut affirming, “The militia comprehends all the male inhabitants from sixteen to sixty 
years of age” (Kaminski et al. as cited in Halbrook 2008, p. 201). Halbrook (2008) records 
General Thompson’s words to the Massachusetts delegation, “Where is the bill of rights which 
shall check the power of this Congress; which shall say, Thus far shall ye come, and no farther. 
The safety of the people depends on a bill of rights” (p. 203). Theophilus Parsons joined the 
response, saying, “Is there a single natural right we enjoy, uncontrolled by our own legislature 
that Congress can infringe? Not one” (as cited in Halbrook 2008, p. 203). Adams and Hancock 
both favored the adoption of a bill of rights contemporarily instead of entrusting liberty to future 
politicians (Halbrook 2008, p. 204). Delegate Samuel Nasson agreed and remarked on the militia 
as well, 
Here is not one right secured, although many are neglected. … If [a standing army] 
should come upon us, we have a militia, which is our bulwark. Let Lexington witness that 
we have the means of defence among ourselves. (Kaminski et al. as cited in Halbrook 
2008, p. 204) 
Debate continued between Nasson, Parsons, Adams, and Hancock, with the latter two proposing 
an amendment, 
And that the said Constitution be never construed to authorise Congress, to infringe the 
just liberty of the press, or the rights of conscience; or to prevent the people of the United 
States, who are peaceable citizens, from keeping their own arms. (Kaminski et al. as cited 
in Halbrook 2008, p. 205) 
It seemed as though the anti-federalists’ desires would come to nothing, but then, Halbrook 
(2008) notes, 
The groundswell for a bill of rights became overwhelming with Virginia’s ratification of 
the Constitution. … New York … would ratify and demand a declaration of rights a 
month after Virginia. North Carolina delayed ratification of the Constitution until after 
the first federal Congress met and proposed the Bill of Rights. (p. 234) 
 Delegates thus drafted and debated preliminary bills of rights several times over until 
developing the one that achieved ratification in 1791. One such version declared, “That the 
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people have a right to keep and bear arms; that a well regulated militia, including the body of the 
people capable of bearing arms, is the proper, natural, and safe defence of a free state” 
(Kaminski et al. as cited in Halbrook 2008, p. 239). Another stated the same, differing in that the 
militia is “composed of the body of the people, trained to arms” (Kaminski et al. as cited in 
Halbrook 2008, p. 246), taken from George Mason’s Virginia Declaration of Rights (Kaminski et 
al. as cited in Halbrook 2008, p. 129). Despite authoring several Federalist Papers, Madison 
himself favored and proposed a bill of rights, which would become the template for the Bill of 
Rights, and he urged, “Read the amendments—They relate 1st to private rights” (as cited in 
Halbrook 2008, p. 252). Madison understood the rights enumerated to protect every individual, 
not society as a whole, and one right that he enumerated reads, 
The right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed; a well armed, and 
well regulated militia being the best security of a free country: but no person religiously 
scrupulous of bearing arms shall be compelled to render military service in person. (De 
Pauw et al. as cited in Halbrook 2008, p. 253) 
Halbrook (2008) records Jefferson as writing to Madison “a word on the declaration of rights 
you have been so good as to send me. I like it as far as it goes; but I should have been for going 
further” (p. 260). As deliberations proceeded, the House of Representatives accepted a different 
version of Madison’s amendment stating, 
A well regulated militia, composed of the body of the people, being the best security of a 
free state, the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed; but no 
person religiously scrupulous shall be compelled to bear arms. (Halbrook 2008, p. 266) 
Speaker Muhlenberg described that amendment as he summarized the day’s work as one 
affirming that “the people have a right to bear arms for the defence of themselves and their own 
state, or the United States, … [and] no law shall be passed for disarming the people or any of 
them” (Halbrook 2008, p. 270), with exceptions for criminality or imminent danger. As 
amendments came to the Senate, representatives proposed additional motions and alterations. 
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Thus, the Madison’s amendment concerning the right of the people to keep and bear arms 
became nearly identical to its final form, 
A well regulated militia, being the best security of a free state, the right of the people to 
keep and bear arms, shall not be infringed. (Halbrook 2008, p. 275) 
Halbrook (2008) proposes that the Senate made this change to eliminate the redundancy of 
referring twice to “the people.” Later, the Senate considered another amendment of the same 
nature, which stated, 
That each state, respectively, shall have the power to provide for organising, arming, and 
disciplining its own militia, whensoever Congress shall omit or neglect to provide for the 
same. (Halbrook 2008, p. 276) 
It won only rejection. At that point, the Senate had approved a guarantee for the people to keep 
and bear arms and organize themselves into a militia, and it discarded a qualification that the 
militia be solely under the power of the States or Congress. Within a couple days, the Senate 
revisited the amendment for the militia and transformed it into the sentence that survives today, 
short of two commas, and the House confirmed all the Senate’s recommendations on September 
19 and 21, 1789 (Halbrook 2008, p. 278). A joint legislative committee including, among others, 
James Madison “met and resolved final details” (Halbrook 2008, p. 278), and by the end of the 
month the amendment was finalized to read, 
A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the security of a free State, the right of the 
people to keep and bear arms, shall not be infringed. (Halbrook 2008, p. 278) 
The whole Bill of Rights, however, was not ratified until the next year, with omissions and 
changes to other parts of the list (Halbrook 2008, p. 279). 
Analysis 
 The histories of the United States and Azerbaijan, while different, share striking 
similarities. Both countries generally follow the same sequence of events to produce a legal 
protection of the right to keep and bear arms. First, the inhabitants of both regions enjoyed 
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periods of autonomy before the onset of imperial control. Britain’s 13 colonies acted largely as 
separate countries for most of their existence, save for their infancy and under William of 
Orange, and Azerbaijan was pseudo-autonomous under the Persian system of government and 
won sovereignty in 1918 for little under two years. Then, imperial control arrived in both 
countries as foreign troops and new appointed leaders, which brought hardships for those in the 
occupied areas. Slowly, the attitudes of the people in both countries began to favor 
independence, and the boldness of demonstrations toward that goal increased. Propelling their 
struggle, the people of both Azerbaijan and the U.S. found aid in communication and 
cooperation with others under the same rule, and both countries won independence when the 
state could no longer attend the demands of the people. 
 At the beginning of each country’s examination was the establishment of a Lockean 
commonwealth for the land. The British colonist and Caucasian—inhabitant of the Caucasus 
region—completed the process whereby he “divests himself of his natural liberty, and puts on 
the bonds of civil society, … agreeing with other men to join and unite into a community” 
(Locke 1689, Sect. 95). Legislatures subject to citizen involvement arose in the American 
colonies, and one reigned over the Azerbaijan Democratic Republic. Therefore, Americans and 
Azerbaijanis learned the importance of and became accustomed to self-rule, where citizens could 
petition the government and the government would respond. In the case of the colonies, 
legislatures had to authorize local militias as a matter of the community’s survival; for the ADR, 
the government prioritized education and suffrage. However, neither commonwealth enjoyed its 
self-rule in perpetuity, as empires became desirous of the resources they could acquire from 
each. Great Britain tightened its control over the American colonies in an effort to finance the 
royal government after it borrowed money to fight the French and Indian War, and Soviet Russia 
Haskin 54 
 
invaded the ADR to eliminate military opposition and regain the land that the country previously 
controlled. The imposition of foreign dictates incensed both the Americans and Azerbaijanis. 
 History shows that numerous societies have acceded to subjugation, but Americans and 
Azerbaijanis refused to do so precisely because of the abuse it inflicted on the life and liberty 
they idealized. With imperial control maiming their economies and consciences, Americans and 
Azerbaijanis staged resistance against the new laws. Americans continued to smuggle goods into 
the colonies by subverting or avoiding customs offices, bullied tax collectors into resigning their 
posts, and organized boycotts of goods from Great Britain. Azerbaijanis immediately began 
military resistance despite their government’s surrender, refusing to yield to the conquering Red 
Army. The “Native land or death” groups that operated in opposition to Communist forces 
parallel the American slogan, “Liberty or death” that was shortened from Patrick Henry’s speech 
in Virginia. Locke (1689) asserts that “the legislative, or supreme authority, cannot assume to its 
self a power to rule by extemporary arbitrary decrees, but is bound to dispense justice, and 
decide the rights of the subject by promulgated standing laws” (Sect. 136), but Americans and 
Azerbaijanis endured violations of that principle by their imperial governments time and again. 
Officials dictated to them rules to follow instead of addressing their complaints. Parliament had 
declared the power to bind the colonies “in all cases whatsoever,” and Russia ruled the 
Azerbaijan SSR through coerced elections and the military. Indeed, Locke (1689) declares also 
that an “aggressor, who puts himself into the state of war with another, and unjustly invades 
another man's right, can, by such an unjust war, never come to have a right over the conquered” 
(Sect. 176). Great Britain and Russia both violated the right of the people to organize their own 
legislatures, for the “legislative is … sacred and unalterable in the hands where the community 
have once placed it” (Locke 1689, Sect. 134). Americans employed the arguments of Locke 
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against Parliament, making the idea of consent the lynchpin of their appeal to autonomy, and 
Azerbaijanis were ever aware that Soviet Russia had usurped their sovereignty as they witnessed 
all vestiges of their culture disappear. Where colonists were slow to take up arms against their 
king, Azerbaijanis were slow to lay down their arms against a conquering power that initiated 
conflict against them. Without the use of arms, resistance had little chance of survival in the 
Caucuses. The prevalence of American firearms also warded against extreme action from royal 
appointments. 
 Regarding the use of firearms, Locke (1689) declares it impossible that “the people may 
of right, and by their own authority, … take arms, and set upon their king” (Sect. 237), for doing 
so would defy the edict of God in Romans 13:1 to “be subject to the governing authorities. For 
there is no authority except from God, and those that exist have been instituted by God” (English 
Standard Version Bible 2001). However, Locke (1689) writes that a king may cease to be a king 
and abandon any just claim to his authority “if he have [sic] a purpose and design to ruin the 
kingdom and commonwealth” (Sect. 237). Thus, if the king becomes a tyrant, he is no longer a 
king, 
The difference betwixt a king and a tyrant to consist only in this, that one makes the laws 
the bounds of his power, and the good of the public, the end of his government; the other 
makes all give way to his own will and appetite. (Sect. 200) 
Where a ruler makes self-indulgence his guide instead of the common good, then he makes 
himself an aggressor toward the people by robbing them of their legislative right, thereby 
relinquishing the claim to rule and enabling the people to justly take arms and set upon him. 
Americans followed that path after George III violated the terms of his colonies’ charters and, in 
the colonists’ view, aimed to ruin the commonwealth by disregarding the good of the public. 
Azerbaijanis began in a state of taking arms against tyranny that ruled by conquest and disregard 
for the public welfare, but even if Soviet Russia acquired the ADR justly, it would have lost its 
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legitimacy by the oppression it inflicted on the people and its refusal to address the conditions 
under which they were languishing. Therefore, the formation of the Azerbaijan Popular Front 
followed Lockean principles of self-determination. Similarly, American resistance to the 
demands of the British Crown met Locke’s conditions for just resistance since the king and his 
appointments did not bind themselves to the law. 
 Equal access to arms served in both cases as the guarantor of the people’s ability to 
exercise consent over their governments. The structure of the militia in America proved essential 
in hindering British control; colonists were able to mobilize large forces quickly, as at Lexington 
and Concord, and nearly every man was knowledgeable in the operation of his firearm. Yeomen 
comprised the majority of America’s fighting force. In Azerbaijan, the citizen-organized APF 
incapacitated Soviet authorities specifically by its collection and use of arms. The APF embodied 
that “large body of citizens, little, if at all, inferior to [the army] in discipline and the use of 
arms” that Hamilton described two centuries earlier, for it took its arms directly from the 
military. Likewise, the APF mirrored the Continental Congress in America. The Congress and 
the APF earned the support of their communities because they addressed the problems about 
which those communities were concerned, but whereas there was separation between Congress, 
the Continental Army, and the militias, the APF had no external body governing it. Congress was 
ultimately responsible for tackling American economic and military issues, which undergirded 
the colonial struggle since the 1760s, and the APF was responsible for responding to the 
Azerbaijani complaints about the violent ethnic conflict and lack of autonomy. By these efforts, 
the Americans and Azerbaijanis exercised their “supreme power to remove or alter the 
legislative, when they find the legislative act contrary to the trust reposed in them” that remains 
even “in a constituted commonwealth” (Locke 1689, Sect. 149). Locke (1689) explains, 
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For all power given with trust for the attaining an end, being limited by that end, 
whenever that end is manifestly neglected, or opposed, the trust must necessarily be 
forfeited, and the power devolve into the hands of those that gave it, who may place it 
anew where they shall think best for their safety and security. And thus the community 
perpetually retains a supreme power of saving themselves from the attempts and designs 
of any body, even of their legislators, whenever they shall be so foolish, or so wicked, as 
to lay and carry on designs against the liberties and properties of the subject. (Sect. 149) 
After the offending governments yielded, the new legislatures in America and Azerbaijan 
remembered the critical role of the people’s ability to exercise their rights in the fight for 
sovereignty, ever mindful of the fact that treason against the commonwealth can originate from 
the government itself, corresponding to Locke’s musings on the state of war. The United States 
deliberated over how to securely insulate the right of the people to keep and bear arms from 
government infringement—so that the people always have the ability to exercise that right and 
repel government tyranny—and decided to promise its protection in a bill of rights. Jefferson 
validates that exact supposition in his thoughts on Shays’s Rebellion, “Let them take arms.” 
Azerbaijan approached the issue differently, with a greater focus on government control over the 
country’s supply of arms, but it still respected the inherent right of individuals to possess arms 
for defense purposes. Because the people of the U.S. and Azerbaijan witnessed tyrannical 
governments violate their liberties, they placed recognitions in their new governments that the 
people have a right to be the last line of defense for those liberties. 
 The disparity of the countries’ legal protections of the right to keep and bear arms is 
indicative of the broader disparities between their histories. Important differences distinguish the 
experiences of each country. The U.S. had the benefit of continuity to aid its political tendences, 
whereas Azerbaijan encountered several major factors that trumped campaigns for self-
determination. Azerbaijan witnessed multiple regimes in its modern political history: Tsarist 
Russia, the ADR, Azerbaijan SSR, and the Republic of Azerbaijan. America, by contrast, had 
only two: the British Crown and the U.S. An ocean isolated America from world powers so that 
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no European conflict posed an immediate danger to colonists. The French and Indian War was 
the most threatening event for Americans, and it pales in comparison to what Azerbaijan 
endured. In the middle of Soviet rule, war arose in every civilized continent, which threatened 
national security for the Azerbaijan SSR in a way that eclipsed 18th-century dangers to British 
Americans since Nazi forces had a comparatively short distance to travel before reaching the 
Caucasus. Isolationism became a fantasy in the face of German advancement, and citizens of the 
U.S.S.R. shifted their priorities to the maintenance of international order instead of their 
intrastate struggles. Once World War II ended, the immediate threat to Azerbaijanis lessened but 
did not disappear. Conflict arose between Armenian and Azeri ethnic groups that crossed the 
borders of their respective Soviet Socialist Republics, and citizens of Azerbaijan SSR relied upon 
Moscow to handle the problem. Before its independence, America experienced no such dispute; 
intercolonial conflicts did not yield violence. Azerbaijan had to decide between defending itself 
and risking central backlash or appealing to the central authority and risking inaction thereof. 
The fact that land and authority structures connected SSR executives to Moscow complicated the 
situation. The interdependence of the U.S.S.R. and its members was far more intimate and 
precarious than that between Great Britain and its colonies, which led public opinion of 
government to follow different trends than were produced in America. 
The U.S. and Azerbaijan also employed different methods in their paths to independence. 
Prose was the fuel that sustained the American efforts, but mass literary campaigns were 
impossible under the Soviet system of press censorship. Instead, external physical threats 
ensured that Azerbaijanis did not forget the inadequacy of the U.S.S.R. in addressing the 
people’s concerns. While Soviet authorities’ inaction regarding the violence between citizens of 
the Azerbaijan and Armenian SSRs persisted, so did Azerbaijani opposition to those authorities. 
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Azerbaijanis began their resistance to Soviet forces as a military one, in contrast to the 
Americans’ economic and political actions against Britain, though that can be attributed to the 
Russians having begun their rule militarily. The colonists had always been under the Crown’s 
authority, and military action against it would have earned charges of treason. Post-World War II 
Azerbaijani resistance included the use of arms because Soviet authorities had removed all other 
avenues of dissent; they nationalized all industries and eradicated cultural communities so that 
the citizens were almost powerless against the government. Such nationalization was absent in 
America. Actions, instead of words, had to guide Azerbaijani opposition, for state-controlled 
media would not allow anti-establishment sentiments. Furthermore, action had to be military 
because arms were the only things that citizens could use to exert power. Thus, Azerbaijani 
resistance was, by necessity, disjointed and incohesive. The Declaration of Independence of 
Azerbaijan stands as the only document assembling the desires and revealing the motives of its 
people through their struggle, yet those still echo Lockean principles. 
That a singular document cannot convey the reasons behind every drafter’s signature, no 
matter how comprehensive, is true, but nonetheless one document can inform analysis, 
particularly when coupled with actions. Azerbaijani revolutionaries did not—indeed, could not—
provide multiple detailed self-analyses of their movement as colonial Americans did, so explicit 
justifications for certain actions are unknowable. However, such knowledge is not always 
necessary; often, people adhere to a principle while being ignorant of it. A basic human desire is 
to secure things that one deserves, and desire may target a thing without transmitting a reason. A 
man has but to look inwardly to validate that claim. Therefore, where a reason has been 
described and enjoys acceptance, it may be applied to situations where its accompanying desire 
arises, and more so when similar situations convey and further develop the established reason. 
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John Locke presented elaborate justification for the human desire for self-rule, and the 
examples of U.S. and Azerbaijani independence build upon that justification. After they establish 
sovereignty, the countries acknowledge that their new regimes will protect all those freedoms of 
which the people were previously deprived. In its Declaration of Independence, the U.S. directly 
references the Crown’s violation of personal liberty and the right of the people “to alter or to 
abolish” any government that begins to do so, which is directly inspired by Locke. The authors 
list the king’s offenses against his own law and God’s as a justification for forming a new state. 
While Azerbaijan omitted a list of grievances against the U.S.S.R., the assertions present in its 
Declaration of Independence are precisely those things which Soviet rule denied the people. 
Azerbaijan declared that its government would be founded upon the will of the people, and the 
people would have opportunities to exercise influence over the government. The Soviet Union 
practiced neither of those things, with elections being far from secret. Votes for Communist 
Party candidates simply required blank ballots, and votes against them had to be cast at polling 
booths (Nohlen & Stöver 2010, p. 1642). Furthermore, Azerbaijan would protect all the rights 
enumerated in the UN’s Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948), chief among which are 
those to equality under the law, fair trials, and free thought and expression; all of which the 
U.S.S.R. ignored during its quest to eradicate political opposition. Therefore, the battles for 
independence in both countries find their basis in the principles of Locke, and the experience of 
tyranny motivated Americans and Azerbaijanis to delineate how they would forestall it in the 
future. There is nothing to support the idea that either country abandoned Lockean concerns 
during the establishment of a new state. 
In forming their second official government, Americans set this mission statement in the 
preamble to the Constitution declaring their accordance with Locke’s principles, 
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We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish 
Justice, insure domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the 
general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do 
ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America. 
The sovereignty rested in the people, and it was their responsibility to secure their own common 
defense, general welfare, and liberty. Americans concerned themselves primarily with how to 
protect their sovereignty to fulfill those responsibilities in perpetuity. Federalists and anti-
federalists both agreed that the people must serve as a guard against government oppression, and 
writers in both factions advocated that a private right to keep and bear arms was necessary for 
the security of a free state. The Federal Farmer argued that without a bill of rights, the country’s 
legislature may eventually reduce the people and their concerns to imperceptibility. He writes, 
It is true, the yeomanry of the country possess the lands, the weight of property, possess 
arms, and are too strong a body of men to be openly offended—and, therefore, it is urged, 
they will take care of themselves, that men who shall govern will not dare pay any 
disrespect to their opinions. (as cited in Halbrook 2008, p. 187) 
Federalists urged that politicians cannot ignore the voices of the general public because the 
public would respond harshly to politicians who do ignore them, and resources favor the public 
in that conflict. The Federal Farmer is unconvinced, as he continues, 
It is easily perceived, that if [men who shall govern] have not their proper negative upon 
passing laws in congress, or on the passage of laws relative to taxes and armies, [the 
yeomanry] may in twenty or thirty years be imperceptible to them, totally deprived of 
that boasted weight and strength: This may be done in a great measure by congress; if 
disposed to do it, by modeling the militia. Should one fifth or one eighth part of the men 
capable of bearing arms, be made a select militia, as has been proposed, … and all the 
others put upon a plan that will render them of no importance, the former will answer all 
the purposes of an army, while the latter will be defenseless. (as cited in Halbrook 2008, 
p. 187) 
Thus, the Federal Farmer predicts that Congress will attempt to confine the concept of a militia 
to only that select group with training, and those without training would be excluded from the 
model, left defenseless against a tyrannical legislature with a militia—essentially an army—to 
follow its whims. Virginian George Mason wrote that the Constitution sabotages the militia “by 
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rendering them useless—by disarming them. … [For] Congress may neglect to provide for 
arming and disciplining the militia” (Halbrook 2008, p. 223). He states, “Who are the militia? 
They consist of now of the whole people, except a few public officers” (Halbrook 2008, p. 226). 
Patrick Henry concurred with Mason, saying that, “The great object is, that every man be armed. 
… Every one who is able may have a gun” (Halbrook 2008, p. 225). The antifederalist path for 
Lockean governance is a state that recognizes the right of the people to protect themselves 
against it, able to set upon it with arms if necessary. 
 Federalists shared the same worries as their opposition even while disagreeing that the 
Constitution required a bill of rights to ensure that the government would respect individual 
liberties. Hamilton contended that the country’s mission statement, the preamble to the 
Constitution, “is a better recognition of popular rights, than volumes of those aphorisms which 
make the principal figure in several of our State bills of rights” (Kaminski et al. as cited in 
Halbrook 2008, p. 184), and that those aphorisms in bills of rights have no place in a government 
constitution. Hamilton further said, 
Bills of rights, in the sense and to the extent in which they are contended for, are not only 
unnecessary … but would even be dangerous. They would contain various exceptions to 
powers not granted; and, on this very account, would afford a colourable pretext to claim 
more than were granted. For why declare that things shall not be done which there is no 
power to do? (Kaminski et al. as cited in Halbrook 2008, p. 184) 
The federalists’ main problem with a bill of rights was that it would give the idea that 
government rights extend beyond their true bounds. They worried that a bill of rights provides 
the means whereby a man governing over the people “puts himself into the state of war with 
another, and unjustly invades another man's right,” in the words of Locke. Both federalists and 
anti-federalists agreed to bind themselves to the designs of James Madison, federalist and author 
of the Bill of Rights, who wrote his amendments as private rights to secure just government. 
Therefore, the overall goal of all parties involved was to ensure that each person enjoyed to the 
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utmost the liberties which God gave him for protection against external oppression of any kind, 
and the ratified Bill of Rights that bears the two factions’ reconciled interests precludes an 
interpretation that it appealed to practical public safety concerns as a limitation on individuals’ 
ability to keep and bear arms to ward against tyranny. 
 The structure of Azerbaijani legislation and the historical context surrounding it yields a 
more equivocal analysis, but one which still finds principle as a guide. Because its people had 
numerous pressing issues after tyranny withdrew, Azerbaijan could not devote excessive time 
and resources toward broad, inclusive political deliberations. International pressures and ongoing 
conflict demanded quick responses from the new government rather than thorough ones. 
Azerbaijanis would have little use for a government that committed to protect their liberties yet 
could not raise an army to prevent others from attacking them. Furthermore, the country had 
been plagued in the last number of years by an inability to control the supply of arms that was 
meant for its military, so to establish peace in Azerbaijan, the government first needed to 
establish control over a sufficient quantity of weapons. Once it gained such control, the 
government proved reluctant to forfeit much of it to the people; its new constitution in 1995 did 
not include a protection of the right to keep and bear arms, and the Regulation of Non-Combat 
Firearms Purchase is the only statute available with information regarding that right. The 
government of Azerbaijan was loath to place itself in a situation where the people could acquire 
competitive supplies of arms, yet it did recognize that the people were able and entitled to use 
arms to protect themselves. Following that duality, the government placed limitations on the 
right of the people to keep and bear arms that concerning what types and how many firearms a 
person could acquire, as well as requirements to register the firearm, the owner’s address, and 
any changes thereof. Therefore, the Republic of Azerbaijan recognizes the principles of Locke in 
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committing to protect the people’s rights over the commonwealth that they exercised previously, 
but the situation from which the republic arose bound that commitment to practical public safety 
concerns that oppose retainment of rights. 
Conclusion 
 The United States is not the only country to overthrow tyranny and subsequently protect 
the right to keep and bear arms, and research thus should not treat its history as unique or as a 
normative pariah. As it did in the U.S., the right to keep and bear arms proved to be necessary for 
the security of a free state in Azerbaijan when the people exercised it as a mechanism of their 
consent over government. Therefore, the private right to keep and bear arms derives its 
legitimacy from John Locke’s assertion that a government may only rule over a people while 
they afford it consent and that the people may exchange their government by taking up arms if it 
becomes tyrannical. Furthermore, such an action is still sensible in today’s world of advanced 
technology as well as in Locke’s era. Indeed, America and Azerbaijan both suffered tyrannies 
that refused to bind themselves to the law: the former under a hypocritical king and the latter 
under Communist authoritarianism. The people of both countries thus followed Lockean dictates 
when they initiated resistance to those tyrannies, since their rulers abandoned all claim to 
authority when they ignored the very laws they created. Americans and Azerbaijanis recognized 
their governments’ loss of legitimacy and set about establishing new governments that would be 
continually legitimate by responding to the input of their citizens and thereby earning their 
consent. America formed Continental Congresses that produced resolutions of colonists, 
mobilized yeoman militias to repel British forces, and authorized the Continental Army to 
coordinate its war. Disaffected Azerbaijanis formed the Azerbaijan Popular Front to steal 
weapons from Soviet authorities, combat Armenian violence, and assume responsibility for 
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maintaining order. After their success, each group of revolutionaries placed a protection on the 
people’s ability to exercise their consent over the government both as a recognition that the 
people maintain sovereignty and an incentive for the government to recognize that truth. 
Therefore, the primary motivation for the safeguards placed in the two republics was the 
oppression that their publics experienced, which is further shown by the literary declarations and 
methods of resistance that each people produced. 
 The histories and statutes of the U.S. and Azerbaijan bear significant differences, but 
those do not detract from an understanding of their origins, and thus the origins of their laws, as 
principally Lockean. Independence in the U.S. followed a cohesive, uninterrupted path aided by 
the ability of its supporters to publish their arguments. In Azerbaijan, independence was 
relegated to a position of less importance during World War II when the country was vulnerable 
to attack by the Nazi regime, and proponents of self-determination were unable to publish any 
criticism of the government throughout Soviet rule. Differences continue after independence, as 
well. National focus in the new U.S. could linger on the philosophy of proper government 
because few immediate threats affected the country following its war, but Azerbaijan was still 
beset by paramilitary conflict between ethnic groups that began years earlier, meaning that 
ending those hostilities was the main priority. Furthermore, firearms traditionally meant peace 
within the colonies and protection from those outside of them, whereas in Azerbaijan, the 
U.S.S.R. criminalized the possession of firearms, affording them negative connotations. The 
offenses by private citizens of the neighboring Armenian SSR against Azerbaijani towns only 
added to wariness of an armed populace. Thus, transient problems regarding the abusive exercise 
of the right to keep and bear arms superseded enduring principles regarding the profitability of 
that right in the country’s legislation. As a result, Azerbaijan severely limited the acceptable 
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exercise of the right to bear arms while nonetheless acknowledging that such a right exists. By 
contrast, the U.S. declared, after intense deliberation, that “the right of the people to keep and 
bear arms, shall not be infringed.” 
 For further development of the idea that states protect the right to bear arms due to a 
recognition that its people may exercise that right to repel tyranny, additional research of 
countries with such protections will prove useful. Because the U.S. formed its revolution and 
consequent government in the most forthcoming manner and with the greatest protections for 
individual liberty, it should be used as a baseline against which the other five countries that 
protect gun rights can be compared. One study into the shared characteristics of two subjects 
may be informative, but it cannot reach a broad decisive conclusion. Therefore, comprehensive 
assessment of the validity of the theory at hand requires continued research into how the right to 
bear arms developed in the countries of Switzerland, Mexico, Guatemala, Haiti, and Honduras. 
Whether that research yields support or opposition for the theory, it will regardless hold 
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